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PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN ACTIVITIES OF 1072 
PHASE II: CAMPAIGN PRACTICES 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1973 

U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

’ Washington , D.G. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 :10 a.m., in room 
318, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (chair- 
man), presiding. 

Present : Senators Ervin, Talmadge, Inouye, Montoya, Baker, Gur- 
ney, and Weicker. 

Also present: Samuel Dash, chief counsel and staff director; Fred 
D. Thompson, minority counsel; Rufus L. Edmisten, deputy chief 
counsel ; Arthur S. Miller, chief consultant ; Jed Johnson, investigator ; 
David M. Dorsen, James Hamilton, and Terry F. Lenzner, assistant 
chief counsels; Marc Lackritz, Ronald D. Rotunda, and Barry Scho- 
chet, assistant majority counsels; H. William Shure and Robert Sil- 
verstein, assistant minority counsels; Pauline O. Dement, research 
assistant; Eiler Ravnholt, office of Senator Inouye; Ron McMahan, 
assistant to Senator Baker; A. Searle Field, assistant to Senator 
Weicker; Michael Flanigan, assistant publications clerk. 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. 

Counsel will call the first witness. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Patrick J. Buchanan. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Buchanan, will you stand up and raise your 
right hand ? 

Do you swear that the testimony which you shall give to the Select 
Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities will be the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, is it true you are not appearing with 
counsel today? 

TESTIMONY OF PATRICE J. BtJGHAKAK 

Mr. Buchanan. Thai is accurate. 

Mr. Dash. Do you have a statement that you prepared that you 
wish to read to the committee? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do. I have a statement, abbreviated statement of 
about, I would think, no more than 15 minutes at the most. 

Mr. Dash. Would you please read it ? 

Senator Talmadge. Do we have copies of it, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Buchanan. I have given copies to the 

(3898) 
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Mr. Dash. One copy has just been obtained. No copies under our 
rule were submitted to the committee, I think they were submitted 
to the press but not to the committee. 

Mr. Buchanan. They were submitted to the committee about 20 
minutes ago for Xeroxing. A young lady came to me and said they 
would be distributed to the Senator’s and members of the staff. 

Senator Gurney. Are they being Xeroxed ? 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. Should I proceed with the statement or do you 
want to wait for the copies ? 

Mr. Dash. Proceed with your statement then, Mr. Buchanan. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 
a variety of reasons, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
your Select Committee but in candor, I cannot speak with the same 
enthusiasm for the manner in which the invitation was delivered. At 
the President’s personal directive, his White House staff has been 
called upon and has cooperated, I believe fully, with the committee. 
Specifically, this witness has certainly done so. Nevertheless, the sur- 
prise announcement that I was to be called as a public witness before 
these hearings was made over national television before even the ele- 
mentary courtesy of a telephone call of notification had been extended. 

Of greater concern to me, however, has been an apparent campaign, 
orchestrated from within the committee staff to malign my reputation 
in the public press prior to my appearance. In the hours immediately 
following my well-publicized invitation there appeared in the Wash- 
ington Post, the New York Times, the Baltimore Sun, the Chicago 
Tribune, and on the national networks, separate stories all attributed 
to committee sources alleging that I was the architect of a campaign 
of political espionage or dirty tricks. According to the Post, committee 
sources were in possession of my memorandums recommending infil- 
trating the opposition. 

In the Times the charge was that the committee had a series of 
Buchanan memorandums suggesting “political espionage and sabo- 
tage against Edwin S. Muskie of Maine and other candidates for the 
Presidential nomination.” 

One wire service stated that Mr. Buchanan would be questioned 
about “blueprints and plans concerning the scandal.” 

In the Chicago Tribune, the headline read : “Nixon Speech AVriter 
Blamed for Muskie Plot.” The story read, and I quote: “Senate 
investigators have evidence that Patrick J. Buchanan, one of Presi- 
dent Nixon’s favorite speechwriters, was the secret author of a polit- 
ical sabotage scheme.” 

In the Baltimore Sun under a major front page headline reading: 
“Buchanan Linked to 1972 Dirty Tricks,” the story ran thus: 

Patrick J. Buchanan, a Presidential consultant, may emerge as yet another 
architect of the 1972 White House dirty tricks strategy, according to congres- 
sional sources. 

Mr. Chairman, this covert campaign of vilification carried on by staff 
members of your committee is in direct violation of rule 40 of the 
Rules of Procedure for the Select Committee. That rule strictly pro- 
hibits staff members from leaking substantive materials. Repeatedly, 
I have asked of Mr. Dash and Mr. Lenzner information that they 
might have to justify such allegations. Repeatedly, they have denied 
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to me that they have such documents. When I asked Mr. Lenzner who 
on the committee staff was responsible he responded, “Mr. Buchanan, 
you ought to know that you cannot believe everything you read in the 
newspapers.” It was his joke and my reputation. 

So it seems fair to me to ask how can this Select Committee set itself 
up as the ultimate arbiter of American political ethics if it cannot even 
control the character assassination in its own ranks. 

For the record, Mr. Chairman, let me state the following: I did not 
recommend or authorize, nor was I aware of any ongoing campaign of 
political sabotage against Senator Muskie or any other Democratic 
candidate. I did not recommend either verbally or in memorandums 
that the reelection committee infiltrate the campaigns of our opposition. 
I have never met nor spoken with nor can I recall ever having heard 
the names of Messrs. Hunt, Liddy, McCord, Ulasewicz, Reagan. 
Barker, or Segretti, until those names appeared in the public press. 

Nor have I ever heard until the terms were made public the code 
names of Ruby 1, Ruby 2, Crystal, Sedan Chair, and Sedan Chair 2, or 
Fat Jack. Even today I could not testify with certitude as to whom 
these terms refer. 

Now, let me move quickly to the heart, of the public allegations, 
against me — but more generally against our Presidential campaign. 

It is being argued that illicit Republican strategy and tactics were 
responsible for the defeat of the strongest Democratic candidate for 
President — and for the nomination of the weakest. 

It has been contended publicly that the Democrats were denied — 
by our campaign and strategy— a legitimate choice at their own 
convention. 

It is being alleged that the campaign of 1972 was not only a rigged 
campaign but an litter fraud, “a political coup by the President of the 
United States.” These contentions, Mr. Chairman, are altogether 
untrue. 

Republicans were not, responsible for the downfall of Senator Mus 
kie. Republicans were not responsible for the nomination of Senator 
McGovern. 

To suggest that, is first of all to do a grievous injustice both to Sen- 
ator McGovern and his campaign organization. 

Senator McGovern was nominated because his men wrote the rule- 
book, his men were in the field earliest and worked hardest ; his cam- 
paign was precisely targeted on the primaries they could win, and 
because he was possessed of the best political organization the Demo- 
cratic Party has seen in at least a dozen years. 

It was not Donald Segre-tti who put together the organization that 
carried, for Senator McGovern, the crucial Wisconsin primary. 

It was not any agent of the Committee, To Re-Elect the President 
who was out winning McGovern delegates in States like Georgia, Vir- 
ginia, and Louisiana. 

Senator Gurney. Would you pull your mike a little bit, closer? I 
am having great difficulty in hearing you, there is so much noise at 
the table. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you. 

It was not our personnel, but theirs, who worked out Senators Mc- 
Govern’s victorious campaign and convention strategies. 

The McGovern people won their own nomination — and they lost 
their own election. 
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As Theodore H. White has written in his latest and best campaign 
history : All of the dirty tricks of 1972, added together in the ultimate 
balance, had “the weight of a feather.” 

Now, one of the suggestions that I recommended, that Republicans, 
in the spring and summer of 1971, concentrate their political resources 
upon Senator Muskie — rather than dissipate them on the dozen other 
potential aspirants for the nomination. 

That statement is essentially true. 

Senator Muskie was targeting his political attacks upon the Presi- 
dent — as was every single one of the other potential nominees. 

No requirement exists in ethics — or logic — or law — that we provide 
equal time in political response to each of our potential opponents. 

The reasons for recommending the focus upon Senator Muskie were 
basic : 

He was the frontrunner. Alone among the Democrats he led the 
President in the national polls. He appeared to me to be both the 
strongest candidate, and the candidate with the greatest opportunity 
of uniting the warring wings of the Democratic Party. 

Candidly, it was my hope, if not my expectation, that our political 
counterattacks, concentrated primarily, but not exclusively, upon the 
Democratic frontrunner, might contribute to opening up the Demo- 
cratic primaries and preventing a closed convention. 

There was nothing — and is nothing — in my judgment, illicit or un- 
ethical or improper or unprecedented in recommending or adopting 
such a political strategy. 

The resources which we recommended for employment in that 
summer and fall, all of them legitimate, were basically these : 

National committee speakers and publications including Monday. 

Republican chairmen and organizations in States Senator Muskie 
visited. 

The Committee To Re-Elect — its media resources, and its develop- 
ing State organizations. 

Surrogate speakers from the national administration including the 
Vice President and Cabinet. 

Congressmen and Senators from the Republican Party who would 
use the forum of the White House or Capitol Hill either to defend the. 
President against Senator Muskie’s allegations — or to put Senator 
Muskie himself on the defensive. 

Also, use of the media, through briefings and conversations and the 
like by political operatives, to carry the message. 

There is no Republican individual or organization, Mr. Chairman, 
to credit or blame for the decline in the candidacy of Senator Muskie. 

The narrowness of his victory in the New Hampshire primary was a 
reflection of his declining standing in the national polls. 

The enormous margin of his defeat in Florida was a consequence 
of the unanticipated appeal of the candidacy of George Wallace. 

His defeat in Wisconsin came at the hands of one man, Governor 
Wallace, who had been there but a single day and another man. Sena- 
tor McGovern, who had organized the State for 18 months. 

As for the general election, Mr. Chairman, the President of the 
United States did not achieve the greatest landslide of any minority 
party candidate in history because of Watergate and dirty tricks — 
but in spite of them. 
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Watergate was the most deleterious issue in our national campaign. 
In our own estimation, and that of political analysts, the Watergate 
tragedy cost the Republican, Party millions of votes. 

The reasons for the landslide of 1972 are chronicled elsewhere ; they 
need not be repeated here at length. Basically they are these : 

The President read the mood of the Nation better than his opponent. 

The President had conducted an administration, for 4 years, that 
had won the confidence or support of millions of Democrats. 

The President’s stand upon the issues of defense and welfare, upon 
taxes and government, upon coercive integration and busing, were 
closer to what the American people wanted than those of his opponent. 

But we won as well, Mr. Chairman, because of the quality and char- 
acter of our candidate. 

If one looks back over the political history of this country, there 
is only one other man, other than Richard Nixon, who has been his 
party’s nominee for President or Vice President five times. That is 
Franklin Roosevelt. 

No other individual in our political history has served in both of 
the same high offices for so long a period of time as has the incumbent 
President. 

He is not the leader of a majority party. 

He had been — since 1946 — a member of the minority party in Amer- 
ican politics. 

And thus, his political career, I believe, is all the more impressive. 

That political record, Mr. Chairman, is no accident. It is no fluke, 
and that election of 1872 was not stolen. 

And the mandate that the American people gave to this President 
and his administration cannot and will not be frustrated or repealed 
or overthrown as a consequence of the incumbent tragedy. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the time. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, I, too, would like to deplore, along with 
Mr. Buchanan, any newspaper stories derogatory of him that are in- 
dicated as having been leaked or come from sources in this committee. 
I know o 1 ' no sta ff member who has done it ; I have searched to find such 
staff members, if there were any. We have had a problem like this be- 
fore and I think we all know that the problem of leaks is one that can- 
not always be solved. Also, this has been a problem, I think, that has 
plagued the inquiry in this area not only with this committee, but with 
the Department of Justice and the White House itself. It is not even 
known whether or not these sources did come from the Senate com- 
mittee. But I would deplore, along with Mr. Buchanan, newsstories 
that reflect on his character, reflect on his activities, and I can assure 
the committee that they did not come from any source that I know 
of in the committee, and certainly not from any counsel that I know of. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, could I say a word in that respect ? 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Senator Baker. I join with majority counsel in deploring the al- 
legations that Mr. Buchanan alludes to, and I commend him for tak- 
ing that position. I have talked to Mr. Dash on a number of occasions 
not related to this matter, but to other alleged leaks from the commit- 
tee, and I can verify from firsthand information that Mr. Dash on 
every occasion, has made a conscientious effort to locate such leaks and 
I entirely believe him when he says he deplores such leaks. 
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Unfortunately, we live in a pretty leaky atmosphere. I am not de- 
fending against the allegations that you make Mr. Buchanan; I am 
simply saying in a sense of fairness to Mr. Dash that I am sure that he 
genuinely expresses that regret and that concern, as I do, too. It does 
not help the mandate of this committee to have the matter thrashed out 
in the press before a witness appears. It does not help to have specula- 
tive stories about it. It does not help to have a witness’ summary pub- 
lished verbatim in the newspaper, which once happened. 

But let me quickly say as the senior Republican on this committee 
that for my part, I am convinced that Sam Dash means exactly what 
he said. 

Senator Ervin. I would like to say, Mr. Buchanan, that I share your 
consternation about leaks. One thing I have never understood, hav- 
ing been a lawyer and been accustomed to keeping the secrets of my 
clients, I have never understood why such a large part of earth’s in- 
habitants have such little restraint, that just as soon as they get any- 
thing in their minds, it comes tumbling out their mouths. I have noticed 
leaks ever since I got to Washington 19 years ago. Somehow or other, 
it seems to me that they are increasing, that the number of people 
who cannot exercise self-restraint seems to be growing rather than 
diminishing. I deplore the leaks which so often reflect on a man’s char- 
acter. I can guarantee that one man in this committee has never leaked 
anything. That is myself. I learned long ago that as Kipling said, 
“Man can kiss and tell. Wisely has the poet sung, Man can hold all 
kinds of posts, If he’ll only hold his tongue.” 

I notice in recent months leaks have come out of the White House, 
come tumbling out of the Department of Justice, have come tumbling 
out of every congressional committee of both Houses of Congress. It 
is a most deplorable state and very unjust to people who have become 
victims of these leaks. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the statement and I 
was unaware that you were into the British poets. 

Senator Ervin. Yes, sir. Not only the British but the Irish and the 
Scottish. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, when did you first begin working for 
President Nixon in any political campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I met President Nixon — frankly, I met him briefly 
when I was a caddy at Burning Tree Country Club in 1954. But for- 
mally, I met Mr. Nixon in 1965, In December, when he spoke at a polit- 
ical meeting filling in for Senator Dirksen in southern Illinois, when I 
was an editorial writer with the St. Louis Globe-Democrat. I went over 
and indicated to him that if he were going to run in 1968, 1 would like 
to get aboard early. He made some inquiries. We had some long ex- 
tended conversations and I joined his staff in January of 1966. 

I served with him in the 1.966 political campaign. We traveled some 
35 States, on one or two occasions into Tennessee, I think, Senator 
Baker. That was my first association with him. I remained on his 
staff through 1967 and the 1968 campaign and joined the White House 
as a special assistant in January of 1969. 

Mr. Dash. When you joined the White House as special assistant, 
what, specifically, were your responsibilities, Mr. Buchanan? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, you have got essentially — my functions cor- 
respond to that of general assignment reporter for a newspaper. I only 
have three definite and ongoing assignments. They would be as speech- 
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writer for the President on major speeches; oversight of the Presi- 
dent’s daily news summary, which is prepared by Mort Allen; and 
third, the preparation of the briefing books and briefing materials for 
the President for all his press conferences, which has been a function of 
mine for almost 8 years. 

Mr. Dash. Now, to whom in the White House did you report from 
the period of your appointment to the White House position that you 
held through May of this year ? 

Mr. Buchanan. May of this year? Well, through April of this year, 
the primary channel of communication with the President would be 
H. R. “Bob” Haldeman, President’s Chief of Staff. He would not be 
the exclusive channel. The President would contact me on occasion di- 
rectly. But that would be the primary channel. 

Mr. Dash. Now, in the course of your duties at the White House, did 
you have occasion to write a series of memorandums to the President, 
or to Mr. Haldeman, or anybody else. ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, being a writer, yes ; I did. That is the format I 
generally used for communication in the White House, was memoran- 
dums. I have written numerous, scores if not hundreds, of memoran- 
dums to both the President and, I am sure, to Mr. Haldeman. That is 
correct. 

Mr. Dash. Now, Mr. Buchanan, did you bring with you or produce 
in accordance with the subpena issued to you on Sept. 20, 1 973, copies 
of your memorandums dealing with political strategy for the Presi- 
dent or Presidential primaries of 1972 and the campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir ; I did not. I first went to get the direction of 
the Director of the President’s Counsel. I believe this matter is in 
court. I have read — because of the brevity of the time I was given tc 
prepare for this testimony, I have not had an opportunity to read all 
of the political strategy memos that 1 have sent between 1971 and 
1972, but I have read a number of them. Again, I did not bring them 
here ; I first went for the direction of the President’s Counsel. 

Mr. Dash. Do you have those memorandums in your possession in 
your office at the White House ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, that would not be precise. I have some in my 
White House files. Most of my memorandums from 1971 to 1972 are 
down in the basement of the Executive Office Building. I have had the 
opportunity to Xerox some of these, my secretary has. That is a limited 
number, just because of the sheer volume. 

While I am allowed to Xerox and read these memorandums, I could 
not without authorization from the President’s Counsel remove them 
from the White House, nor would I. 

Mr. Dash. Would you tell us when did your file of memorandums 
become part of the Presidential Papers and not in your complete 

Mr. Buchanan. I think they have always been part of the Presiden- 
tial Papers. 

Mr. Dash. When were they removed from your control ? 

Mr. Buchanan. They were removed at my direction and frankly, 
I thought it was only temporary. It was indicated, an individual who 
had worked for me in the campaign in 1972 came back from a com- 
mittee hearing and he said, “They are going to subpena all our files.” 

So I said, “Well, let’s go down to the counsel’s office.” 

So we went down to the counsel’s office and the counsel indicated 
that it would be best if all our files were placed under, taken down- 
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stairs, at least from 1971 and 1972, and so they were. But I had that 
access and I did have the right to Xerox those particular memoran- 
dums — 

Mr. Dash. What counsel advised you ? 

Mr. Buchanan’. I couldn't be certain which individual. It was cer- 
tainly Mr. Buzhardt and Mr. Garment and/or Mr. Parker, I would 
think. 

Mr. Dash. And is it the position of counsel at the White House that 
these memorandums dealing with political campaign strategy are not 
available to us under the subpena because of executive privilege? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think you will have to ask counsel what their posi- 
tion is, but I think that is not unreasonable in light of the fact that 
many of the memorandums are to the President of the United States. 
Many of the memorandums deal with recommendations for Presiden- 
tial action. Many of the memorandums were prepared at the direction 
of the President. 

I think you would have to talk to those individuals to ascertain 
what the legal grounds on which they withheld them are. 

Senator Ervin. If I may interject myself at this point, the White 
House and myself have very fundamental disagreements about the 
nature and scope of executive privilege. The Constitution and laws of 
the United States place certain obligations upon the President. I 
accept executive privilege to a limited extent. I think the President is 
entitled to receive the uninhibited advice of his aides, which is being 
sought by him or given by them, to enable him to perform in a lawful 
manner the official duties of his office. 

For that reason, I accept the validity of executive privilege to this 
extent : In my judgment, the President is entitled to have kept secret 
confidential information, confidential communications made to him by 
an aide, or even confidential communications among his aides, which 
have for their purpose enabling him to perform in a lawful manner 
his constitutional and legal duties. 

Further than that, executive privilege does not go. Since it is not a 
part of the official duty of a President to run for reelection, and since 
it is not the official duty of a President to conceal evidence of wrong- 
doing, I do not think the President has the right to withhold any infor- 
mation in his possession that deals with political activities, or which 
deals with wrongdoing. And I am gratified to know that former 
Attorney General John N. Mitchell agreed with me on my view of 
executive privilege at the time he was before this committee. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Chairman, first, I think it w T ould be a mistake 
to make the assumption that anything in my memorandums indicates 
a recommendation for wrongdoing. 

Second, a number of these memorandums were prepared prior to the 
campaign of 1972, and they deal with my analysis of individuals which 
would also have an impact on Presidential strategy with regard to 
legislation and Presidential strategy, say, with regard to defense 
issues, because we were being criticized on those scores. 

Third, there is no question that the character of my rhetoric in 
some of these memorandums would be, in your term, uninhibited. I 
have been writing these confidential memorandums to the President 
for close to 8 years and — that will be my statement. 

Senator Ervin. I didn’t intend to intimate that I had any opinion 
that there was anything in your memorandums that indicated wrong- 
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doing. I was just laying down a proposition. But I do infer that there 
is much in your memorandums that dealt with political activities. 

Mr. Buchanan. That would be true. 

Senator Ervin. I do not think the Constitution and laws make it 
the official duty of anybody to run for President of the United States 
and, therefore, executive privilege can’t possibly cover that. That is 
my own opinion, and I am glad to say that John Mitchell agreed with 
me. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, just one last question on that. I think you 
mentioned that action was taken concerning the control of these papers 
after a witness returned and said the papers might be subpenaed. 

Can you tell us what witness ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It was not a formal witness before the committee. 
It was my aide, Khachigian. There was no subpena forthcoming. 

Mr. Dash. Now, the committee has been able to acquire by subpena 
from the Committee To Re-Elect the President’s records, a number 
of memorandums — not, certainly, all of your memorandums — and you 
will find on your table for later use during questioning, a file of those 
memorandums with tabs and a summary. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Dash, let me comment upon that. 

The other night, w r hen I had my discussion with you and Mr. Lenz- 
ner, I asked you candidly, at that time, if there were any memorandums 
in your possession which I could look at and study in preparation for 
discussion before this committee. You and Mr. Lenzner showed me 
something like, somewhere between 4 and 6 memorandums. There are 
a good deal more than 4 or 6 memorandums here. There are dozens of 
them of tremendous length. If you had shown me these memorandums, 
I would be a good deal more prepared to testify fully about their 
contents. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, you will recall when you did that, you 
also informed me that you had a complete file of your own memoran- 
dums. These are from that file ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir; they are not. You have memorandums dat- 
ing back to 1969 — 2 in 1969 — and 1970. 1 have no memorandums in my 
operative file that I would even Xerox that deal with 1969 and 1970. 
I understood that was not within the purview of the committee. 

Mr. Dasii. At the appropriate time a memorandum is referred to, 
you can raise whatever questions you wish. Not all of those memo- 
randums may be referred to. They are the memorandums that the 
committee did receive and we felt you should have them at your table. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Dash, I don’t think I need a counsel ; I need a 
librarian more. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, excuse me. 

Is my understanding correct, Mr. Buchanan, that you thought you 
were informed that you would be able to see all the documents you 
were being queried on f 

Mr. Buchanan. I had a discussion with Mr. Dash and Mr. Lenzner. 
I asked repeatedly. 1 said, “Listen, I did not recommend any dirty 
tricks. If you have any strategy memo that could be misconstrued, I 
would like to see it. If you have any memo you want to take up with 
me in committee session, let me see it; I will be happy to discuss it.” 
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Mr. Thompsons You were asking to see your own memorandums? 

Mr. Buchanan. My own memorandums, because in my files there 
are thousands of memorandums which I could not have possibly read 
in the 24 hours I was given to prepare for this testimony. I am pre- 
pared to discuss any of these memorandums if I am given an oppor- 
tunity to look them over. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, as a general proposition, I think that 
we should have done this with past witnesses and I think we ought to 
do it with future witnesses. If we have documents, especially docu- 
ments that the witnesses themselves prepared, essentially their own 
work product, I don’t think it serves the committee’s purposes to put 
the witness in the position of being able merely to surprise him with a 
document that maybe he hasn’t seen for a few years. I don’t think there 
is anything wrong ; I think it is only proper and right that a witness, 
especially when he has requested it and it is promised him, be able to 
review his own memorandums, particularly when he is asked to come 
in here and testify in detail, especially about sentences in his own 
memorandums, in public. I think he ought to have a chance to sit and 
read the whole memorandum. 

Senator Ervin. I agree with you, and I would suggest that we give 
Mr. Buchanan all of the memorandums that they are going to ask 
him about, and if he wants to adjourn the meeting so he can read them 
before we question him, I will be glad to take that up with the com- 
mittee; and, on the other hand, if he wants to proceed, I will assure 
him I will give him plenty of time to refresh his recollection about 
the memorandums. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, this again is in a context of a subpena 
that we served on Mr. Buchanan for his memorandums which he 
prepared, and which was not forthcoming under the directions of the 
White House to give us those. There was no promise to supply him 
all of the memorandums that we had. It is not for the purpose of 
surprise, but direct questioning of this witness by the committee is 
not accomplished by providing all of the memorandums in advance, 
so that any testimony that can be given may be rehearsed testimony. 

Senator Gurney. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that in 
this very thick folder there are something like 34 memorandums, and 
I was presented these memorandums last night about 6 o’clock, so 
I do not know about the witness being surprised but I certainly am, 
and I have had no opportunity to go over this at all. I have leafed 
through a few of these, did it last night. They have nothing to do 
with dirty tricks at all. But I think also, in the proper procedure 
of this committee, it would be an excellent idea if Senators had an 
opportunity of seeing voluminous memorandums that the committee 
apparently has had for many weeks. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question to put things 
in perspective for my own purpose ? Could I ask where we got these 
memorandums ? 

Mr. Dash. We got these memorandums bv subpena of the files of 
the Committee for the Re-Election of the President, that are either 
in the archives or from Mr. Ma<?ruder’s files which are presently in 
the possession of the Special Prosecutor. 

Senator Baker. So all of these documents came either from the 
Committee To Re-Elect or from the archives ? 
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Mr. Dash. Or from the Special Prosecutor who was holding Mr, 
Magruder’s files. 

Senator Baker. So one way or the other they came from the Com- 
mittee To Re-Elect or the White House files? 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. If I can make a statement. 

Senator Baker. Before you make a statement was any protest made 
about the delivery of any of these documents ? 

Mr. Dash. No protest. 

Senator Baker. You have no litigation? 

Mr. Dash. Given to us by subpena and by the Special Prosecutor as 
well as subpena on the archivist of the Committtee To Re-Elect. 

Senator Baker. The only question is whether the witness and the 
committee has had a chance to look at this inch-and-a-half folder. 

Mr. Dash. We have had this problem before. These folders and 
exhibits come to us over a period of time. We also have had the problem 
that has been indicated earlier, and I only feel it is fair to make this 
record, since it has been referred to, as to when various members 
of the committee get exhibits. We have had the problem of when 
exhibits do appear in the press, and I have indicated, how I deplore 
the question that Mr. Buchanan raised concerning revelations in the 
press, since it is the effort of the committee to hold as tightly as possible 
all of its documents so that there are, no leaks. 

The emphasis is to try to put together for the full committee all of 
the material that we have in advance of calling the witness as early 
as w’e can for the committee. Yesterday was the first time that we could 
actually index and put these, things together for the committee, and 
prepare them ourselves as the staff of this committee. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, I can verify the difficulties, and 
Mr. Dash and I have worked together on these matters trying to get 
these things out in sufficient time for members of the committee and 
for ourselves. 

The problem that I see, though, and one that I think needs verifica- 
tion — Mr. Dash in his statements and purposes of the committee is not 
served by not providing these documents to the committee in advance. 
A criminal defendant under rule 16 of the Rules of Criminal Proce- 
dure has a right to copies of his own recorded statements well in ad- 
vance of trial, and I do not think it is right to bring a witness in here 
and surprise him with one of his own documents. I think he ought to 
have a chance to look at his own documents, especially if they have 
been promised to him. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, let me say that I think you accurately 
summarized the dilemma when you said that it really is up to the 
witness to decide whether he wants to proceed at this point or not and 
I would recommend, Mr. Chairman, that we leave that decision to 
Mr. Buchanan. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. May I ask Mr. Buchanan one question ? Mr. Buchanan, 
did you not tell us that, in fact, you were informed by the archivist as 
to the memos we had Xeroxed ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right, I was informed by the archivist as to memos 
you had Xeroxed. I was not sure these were in your possession. If 
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these memos were in the archives, we were not sure what you had, and 
we asked you what you had, and I was not informed. 

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Cochairman, let me just mention, I am 
altogether unfamiliar at this point in time with the first 10 memo- 
randums that deal with — going to 1970. I do not believe they have 
anything to do w T ith the 1972 campaign. 

My first — I am aware of the first memorandum, March 24, 1971, 
which has to do with strategy for the 1972 campaign, and I do not 
know if I have read or looked over all of these memos ; I do recognize 
a number of them. I am fully prepared to gu ahead and testify to 
these, and if there are some in here that I have not seen or looked over 
in the last couple of weeks, then we can take a few minutes and I can 
look them over. Would that be fair? It is up to No. 10. The ones before 
that I would have to sit back and read because I have not seen those. 

Mr. Dash. We may have to because, on the question of whether they 
are relevant to this inquiry, I think I will be able to at least state an 
argument as to the relevance of those that I will refer to, and if Mr. 
Buchanan would like to read them first, before any questions, then I 
would desist, but I would like to proceed in a certain line of question- 
ing which may 

Mr. Buchanan. Sure. 

Mr. Dash [continuing]. Lead into some of those memorandums. 

Mr. Buchanan. OK. We will do the best we can. 

Senator Baker. Let us make sure we understand what we are doing. 

Senator Ervin. Let me see if I understand the witness. Do you 
want some time to read the memorandums ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, Senator, I would prefer to go ahead. As I say, 
these memorandums, the first 10, deal with prior to the 1970 congres- 
sional elections. I do not think, in glancing over it, they have anything 
to do with 1972 at all. They may have. I am prepared fully to testify 
now and if we run into a memorandum that they quote from, and I 
have not read or seen in 4 years, maybe I can sit back and take a look 
at it. 

Senator Ervin. We can rule on that when it is presented but my im- 
pression is that people run for office about 6 and 7 years in advance 
now and I think 

Mr. Buchanan. We were more successful 

Senator Ervin. That was one reason why the Democratic Party suf- 
fered a defeat and that so many of its candidates got out and ran so 
long in advance. 

Senator Baker. I take it, Mr. Chairman, I fully agree with you, 
and I have been the victim of ha ving to run 6 or 7 years in advance. 
I know the symptoms, but 6 or 7 years in advance, according to my 
mental arithmetic, would take us back to 1961 and 1 think we ought to 
take that into account as we proceed. 

Mr Dash. I do not think we will go back, to 1961, Mr. Buchanan. 

Mr. Buchanan. Eight. 

Mr. Dash. How were your memorandums routed ? 

Mr. B chan an. The primary channel of communication for politi- 
cal memorandums, if was to the President. It would go through Mr.. 
Haldeman, other than that the principal strategy memorandums would 
go to Mr. Fcldema- and a copy to the Attorney General. 
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Mr. Dash. All right, now. Sometime during the summer of 1971 
were you asked to direct an investigation of Daniel Ellsberg? 

Mr. Buchanan. That is correct. 

On July 6 — if I recollect the date correctly, I was called to a meet- 
ing in Mr. Ehrlichman’s office where Mr. Ehrlichman, Mr. Colson, and 
Mr. Haldeman were present at various times, and I was asked to not 
so much conduct the investigation, I believe, as to oversee the investi- 
gation and to serve as White House liaison, an assignment I rejected. 

Mr. Dash. In rejecting it — by the way — what reason did you give 
for rejecting it? 

Mr. Buchanan. I felt that for me an investigation of Daniel Ells- 
berg was a waste of my time and my abilities. 

Mr. Dash. Did you prepare any memorandums with regard to that 
assignment request ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I did. I rejected the offer verbally, and subsequent 
to that I believe on July 8 I did prepare a memorandum for Mr. 
Ehrlichman indicating my reasons why I not only did not want to 
undertake it myself, but did not see the value of doing so. I do not 
have a copy of that memorandum, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. We do not have either. 

Mr. Buchanan. I am going to talk to the grand jury tomorrow 
about the particular memorandum but I have to go back to the "White 
House and sit down and study it before I could give you any details. 

Mr. Dash. I am not asking you for that at this moment and we do 
not have a copy of it either, Mr. Buchanan. But I would like to show 
you a memorandum dated August 26, 1971, from Mr. David Young to 
Mr. John Ehrlichman which is -already in the record of this com- 
mittee as exhibit No. 91. Do you have it there? If it is not in the file, 
it should be loose. 

Mr. Buchanan. Exhibit No. 91 ?* 

Mr. Dash. It should be loose on the top of your pile. 

Mr. Buchanan. Are these in chronological order the w T ay they are 
going to come, right? 

Mr. Dash. If you will turn to page 4 of that memorandum, you will 
note that there is an item 9 that raises the question : “How quickly 
do we want to try to bring about a change in Ellsberg’s image?” And 
you see an asterisk 

Mr. Buchanan. This thing, is this from David Young, the 28th, 
page 4 ? 

Mr. Dash. Yes, page 4. 

Mr. Buchanan. How far down here ? 

Mr. Dash. Down to the last line. 

Senator Baker. What date ? 

Mr. Dash. August 26, Senator Baker. I think everyone has it. 

Mr. Buchanan. I have got it, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. If you have it, it is No. 9, the last line of the memo 
on page 4 and the question put there is : “How quickly do we want 
to try to bring about -a change in Ellsberg’s image?” You will note 
there is an asterisk, and if you turn the page 

Mr. Buchanan. Eight. 


See Book 6, p. 2646. 
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Mr. Dash [continuing]. The last half of the page has an asterisk 
and it is followed by the following language : 

In connection with issue 9, it is important to point out that with the recent 
article on Ellsberg’s lawyer Boudin we have already started on a negative press 
image for Ellsberg. If the present Liddy-Hunt project No. 1 is successful, it is 
absolutely necessary to have an overall game plan developed for its use in 
conjunction with the Congressional investigation. In this connection I believe 
that the point of Buchanan’s memo attacking Ellsberg in the press should be 
borne in mind namely that the situation being attacked is too big to be under- 
mined by planted leaks among the friendly press. 

Is that a reference to Buchanan’s memorandum — the memorandum 
you referred to when you refused to accept the assignment ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think it would have to be because I have gone 
through all of my chron file, have all of my memorandums through 
July, August, and September, and that is the only memorandum that 
makes a reference to Mr. Ellsberg. There are a couple of points I 
would like to make in reference to this. I trust I did not have the im- 
pression that what the assignment I was being offered was something 
illicit or unethical or wrong, it, was not, and I did not understand it 
that way from Mr. Haldeman, Colson, or Ehrlichman. 

Second, in the memorandum, I would not like to be held to the 
exact verbiage of my memorandum right now, not having looked at 
it, but I did suggest — frankly, my personal view was that a, national 
address be made and that the subject of the national address would be 
the New York Times decision and Washington Post decision, and 1 
drafted a speech which was not delivered, but the speech had no men- 
tion of Mr. Ellsberg in it, and it was my feeling that not having done 
that, the situation with regard to the public opinion which had decided 
frankly in favor of the newspapers, a decision to publish those docu- 
ments which we disagreed with, the documents not being particularly 
disadvantageous to the Nixon administration since they were from 
the early Kennedy and Johnson years, I felt we should argue this 
thing out on principle on the front pages in a major address dealing 
with the New York Times, and the Washington Post, and not try to, 
in effect, speak to columnists who tended to agree with us and ask 
them to argue this issue on the back pages. That would be inefficacious. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, in line with your statement that you did 
not understand there was any request for wrongdoing, I wish to 
stress in questions I will be putting to you, I don’t wish you to infer 
any inference from the question of any wrongdoing or impropriety on 
your part. 

As a matter of fact, I think that one of the values of your being 
here today and being able to testify is to aid the committee in deliber- 
ating what is proper, what is not proper. This is a problem that the 
committee will have to resolve ultimately under its mandate, and I 
would like to ask you from time to time, your own opinion on that 
to aid the committee and that therefore, I would like to express the 
fact that my questions are seeking to suggest impropriety on your 
part. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know though that a special unit under Mr. 
Ehrlichman was contemplated, and was, in fact, set up to investigate 
Mr. Ellsberg? 
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Mr. Buchanan. No, sir; I did not. The first I heard of the Plumb- 
ers unit was when I believe I read it in Newsweek, and my under- 
standing of my assignment was it would not be an investigation con- 
ducted inside the White House at all, by White House personnel but 
it would be outside. 

Mr. Hash. Did you know Mr. Krogh and Mr. Young? 

Mr. Buchanan. Very well. Mr. Krogh is a good personal friend 
of mine. Mr. Young, I worked with on briefing books occasionally 
when he worked with Dr. Kissinger. I knew him less well than I 
knew Mr. Krogh. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have any working relationship at all with 
regard to this particular matter? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I had nothing to do with the thing once we 
signed off. 

Mr. Dash. After you turned down the offer to sort of coordinate 
this investigation of Mr. Ellsberg, did Mr. Colson talk to you about 
it and indicate that you had been given first opportunity and that he 
had gone ahead and picked somebody else ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well this came very recently. Mr. Colson had called 
me, he said, simply to alert me as a courtesy that he had discussed the 
Ellsberg thing before some Senate Committee, and he said : 

I told the Senate Committee that you had been offered the assignment of 
investigating the Ellsberg thing first and that you turned it down and that I 
had, after you turned it down, I had spoken to you by telephone to offer it to you 
again and that you had turned it down again by telephone. 

And I have no recollection of that telephone call with Mr. Colson but 
I am sure it is accurate. 

Mr. Dash. By the way, when did you first learn of the break-in of 
Dr. Fielding's office? 

Mr. Buchanan. When Mr. Mort Allen who runs the President’s 
news summary came walking into my office with the item off the 
A wire. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, would you turn to your memorandum of 
June 8, 1972, which is tab 27 [exhibit No. 187] and turn to page 11 
in that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Is that a memorandum that you prepared? 

Mr. Buchanan. This is known euphemistically as the assault 
strategy. This is not — I did a memorandum like this but this does not 
look like my typewriter. This is not the format. This is not the — I did 
do a memorandum of considerable length on this subject, it looks like 
mine but it does not look like the top of it. Mine would be a memoran- 
dum from the President to Buchanan and Khachigian and giving the 
date, but it is nothing like the format, but I did prepare a format at 
great length on the various 40 items on assault strategy ; that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Is it true a number of your memorandums that you did 
prepare on a certain form were actually transmitted to Mr. Magruder 
of the committee, and sometime they retyped them in another form ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think from what you gentlemen showed me the 
other night it appears that is what was done to a number of them. 
This was conceivably done here. I am sure this was my memorandum, 
I am sure it was done here. I thought you gentlemen had retyped 
them. 
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Mr. Dash. We have not retyped them. 

Mr. Buchanan. OK. 

Mr. Dash. Let me point to paragraph 25 which has a heading 
“Ellsberg” and reads : 

McGovern’s personal encouragement of Ellsberg to violate Federal law is a 
matter which ve should wait to exploit, say, two months after the Democratic- 
Convention. It should serve as a centerpiece of a national speech, perhaps by the 
Vice President. 

Now, was that in your memorandum, do you recall making that 
recommendation ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I am sure it is because what you do not have is, 
coupled with this, if you will, the attack strategy was what was known 
as a quotations or attack book. In that book there is a public state- 
ment by Senator McGovern of our paragraphs from Parade magazine 
wherein he himself states publicly, I believe that he encouraged, he 
told Daniel Ellsberg, I believe, that: “I can’t do this because I am a 
Senator, but why don’t you go to the New York Times?” 

In my judgment that was a political error on his part — the quota- 
tion was a public one— the quotation was in the medical quotations 
book and my recommendation was, having researched Senator McGov 
ern thoroughly, having gotten ahold of this quotation, we should hold 
back and use this as a centerpiece of a speech later in the campaign ; 
that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Then it would be fair to say that one of your recom- 
mendations during the campaign was to attempt to make some tie-in 
between the Ellsberg matter and Senator McGovern’s campaign. 

Mr. Buchanan. There was no need to make the tie-in. It was going 
to use Senator McGovern’s own quotations. That was a matter of pub- 
lic record. 

Mr. Dash. In preparation for the campaign of 1972, Mr. Buchanan, 
were task forces created at the White House to deal with various as- 
pects of the campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I don’t think they were at the "White House. I think 
the Committee To Re-Elect had a number of some 15 task force-type 
groups which would study various aspects of the campaign, and I 
think they were inclusive, these groups, of White House personnel. 

Mr. Dash. Were you given any particular assignment in the cam- 
paign of an opposition nature ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think it was around mid-1971 1 was named chair- 
man of the opposition research, opposition tracking, opposition analy- 
sis group which would be one task force within the campaign. 

Mr. Dash. What was your responsibility in that particular position ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, I saw my responsibility as essentially analysis 
of the strength and weaknesses and potential strategies and scenarios 
of the potential Democratic candidates for the Presidency. 

Mr. Dash. Who worked with you in this task force: who assisted 
you? 

Mr. Buchanan. Some of the memorandums I did, quite frankly, be- 
fore I was given the assignment. I think the one you mentioned — 
Muskie on March 24 — I think the assignment came in either May or 
June, I believe with — when Mr. Ken Khachigian was a political assist- 
ant of mine. 

Mr. Dash. Now, in the course of your duties during the Presiden- 
tial campaign of 1972 and also your duties at the White House, were 
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you of the view that a number of tax exempt foundations were un- 
friendly to the President or to the Republican Party, and indeed help- 
ful to the Democratic Party ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, that has — that might have been mentioned 
during 1971 or 1972, but there is an idea or thought that I have had 
back as far as 1969 and 1970 and it is my view that, for example, the 
tax exempt funds of the Ford Foundation, which is the largest of all 
foundations, which has something like 18 percent of all assets of 
foundations, that these, by and large, were being channeled, when they 
were, into public policy institutes, and others which were in basic dis- 
agreement with our own political philosophy and that these tax ex- 
empt multimillions have the effect, in my personal judgment, of un- 
balancing the political process, so I have recommended and have 
drafted speeches actually to lay this out on the table, much as we laid 
out what I felt was the base of the networks on the table, at the same 
time to create some of our own institutions which would be a counter- 
part of, say, the Brookings Institution which would be conservative in- 
stitutions that is true. But I do not think that was an issue or a matter 
that was — I may be wrong, I have not read all these memos but it was 
under active consideration in the campaign of 1971 or 1972. I know I 
recommended it to the President after the campaign of 1972 that we 
ought to establish our own institutions, our own public policy things 
on a competitive basis. 

Mr. Dash. Well, did you not believe that the leading contender in the 
beginning of the Democratic primaries for the Presidential candidacy, 
Senator Muskie, had a special relationship with the Ford Foundation? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, I think Senator Muskie when one — Senator 
Muskie went on two trips, I believe, again it was a matter of public rec- 
ord, two or three that were sponsored by the Ford Foundation, one of 
them was to J apan, I believe, and one of them was elsewhere. Again, 
my view is that we ought to make the whole question of tax exempt 
foundations and the use of their funds, especially a giant one like 
the Ford Foundation, to unbalance the political process, in my judg- 
ment, we ought to make it a public and political issue, and I have 
recommended speeches dealing with that subject. 

Now, on the Muskie recommendation, I think you would have to — 
before moving on that — you would have to make the case nationally 
against the Ford Foundation and McGeorge Bundy’s operation. 

Mr. Dash. Did you make the recommendation that an investigation 
should be made concerning the Ford Foundation’s activities in politi- 
cal affairs with regard to Democrats ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I did an investigation myself in 1970, in the sum- 
mer of 1970, but again this did not have to do with 1971 or 1972. 1 read 
every article that was written, and the books that were written on the 
Ford Foundation in a 10-day vacation period, and you did not need 
other than the material that I had at hand in the public sector as to 
where these funds were being channeled. It is a matter of public record 
where the Ford Foundation puts its funds. 

Mr. Dash. All right, now, Mr. Buchanan, would you turn to your 
memorandum — 21 to the President, which is tab 10 [exhibit No. i70]. 
On that subject, “The Muskie Watch.” If you will turn to page 7 of 
that memorandum. 
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Mr. Buchanan. Your librarian has made an error. My 24 here is a 
memorandum to John Mitchell and II. R. Haldeman. I do not have 
that here. 

Mr. Dash. Is that tab 10 ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Tab 10 ? 

Mr. Dash. It is your memorandum of March 24. 

Mr. Buchanan. I am sorry. “The Muskie Watch,” yes, sir. 

What page is that ? 

Mr. Dash. Page 7. 

Senator Ervin. There is a vote on in the Senate, so we will have to 
suspend. 

Mr. Dash. This will give you an opportunity, Mr. Buchanan, to 
read it. 

[Recess.] 

Senator Ervin. The committee will resume. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, we will resume the questioning. 

I directed your attention to the March 24, 1971, memorandum, which 
is a memorandum from you to the President on the subject, “The 
Muskie Watch.” I have asked you to look at page 7 of that memoran- 
dum. I will read into the record the short paragraph on the top of 
page 7, headed “The Ford Foundation” : 

When Whitney Young passed away, one saw a picture of Ed Muskie in the 
surf with Young and one learned that they were gathered in Nigeria on a Ford 
Foundation-financed trip. Now, in my research on Ford, this is the third such 
trip. Muskie was the only Democrat who made both junkets to Japan (some 
of our Republican friends went also on one) financed by Ford. Certainly some 
troublesome questions could be raised about Muskie’s connection with McGeorge 
Bundy’s giant institution — and are they behind his candidacy. Investigation 
should be done on this score. This goes hand in “globe” — I guess the word is 
“glove”, really — hand-in-glove with the Foundation speeches. 

Therefore, you were recommending at that time that investigation 
should be done? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, but the investigation would be investigation 
of the public record. All the materials I had on the Ford Foundation 
came from huge volumed magazine articles ; they came from reading 
the voluminous testimony before the Patman Committee, which un- 
covered, I believe, or elevated the fact that the Ford Foundation had 
provided stipends for eight of Senator Kennedy’s campaign assistants. 
An investigation would be a simple matter to go down the list of 
Muskie staffers, and ascertain if any of these were on the payroll of 
the Ford Foundation. But that is all I can say on that. 

Mr. Dash. Well, then, actually, and I think you have testified to this 
briefly, even prior to this particular memorandum, and actually, a 
year earlier, in March 1970, you indicated to the President, or the 
President indicated to you, the belief that investigation should be 
made of the large foundations to learn which foundations supported 
the Democratic Party and which were favorable to the administration. 
Do you recall that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Which investigation — what is the date of the 
memorandum ? 

Mr. Dash. Let me refer you to your memorandum of March 3, 1970, 
tab 4. 

Mr. Buchanan. I think I can explain that very simply for you. The 
investigation was made. It was made by me in June of 1970. I got 
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Header’s Guide, every publication, books, everything I could read on 
the Ford Foundation, the Patman hearings. I took them to Florida 
and spent 10 days researching and writing. I wrote there. I had every 
connection of the Ford Foundation and the Brookings Institution, the 
Fund for the Republic, the Institute for Policy Studies, and other 
satellite institutions. I made my recommendations in the form of two 
addresses. The speeches were written. As written here, they have never 
been delivered. But this seemed to me to be a purely legitimate activity 
and the fact that 

Mr. Dash. I am not questioning that, Mr. Buchanan. 

Mr. Buchanan. The fact that the Ford Foundation is using its tax- 
exempt funds to fund, by and large, liberal or left institutions pre- 
sents a distortion, in my judgment, of the American political proc- 
ess. There is no conservative foundation which even approaches 
the resources of Ford or which is as active in funding either liberal 
institutions or social action agencies. So my argument was that this 
was a matter that ought to be put in the public record. That is why I 
wrote the speeches and the investigation was not anything done cov- 
ertly in any manner. 

Mr. Dash. Well, as a matter of fact, Mr. Buchanan, I would like 
you to turn to tab 4 [exhibit No. 164], which is your memorandum of 
March 3, 1970, to the President, in which you did put down most of 
this on record, and I think from this memorandum, must have come 
your investigation and later understanding of the foundation. 

Mr. Buchanan. This is inaccurate. Let me tell you, Mr. Dash, sec- 
ond to the political realinement, the dream of the American conserva- 
tive is to put together our own Brookings Institution. I believe — is 
this the idea for the MacArthur Institute ? 

Mr. Dash. No. Do you have tab 4? It is a memorandum on White 
House letterhead, March 3, 1970. 

Mr. Buchanan. I have not been shown this memorandum before. 

Oh, there it is, the MacArthur Institute. 

Mr. Dash. I am not talking about the MacArthur Institute at this 
point. The first page of the memorandum which has a date, March 3, 
1970, on it. 

Mr. Thompson. I believe that is the MacArthur Institute. 

Mr. Buchanan. I have not been shown this memorandum prior to 
today. I have not seen this for close to 4 years. 

Mr. Dash. I am going to ask you some questions. You may have time 
to read it — take as much time as you want. There was 20 minutes dur- 
ing our brief recess in which I had asked you as one of the things to 
look at some of these memorandums. 

In any event, is it not true that the very opening paragraph of that 
memorandum states that the President directed several of us to give 
thought to how to combat the institutionalized power of the left con- 
centrated in the foundations that succor the Domocratic, Party? 

Mr. Buchanan. That is an accurate leading of the first sentence, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Now, have you believed that it is appropriate for the 
administration, either the White House or any of its representatives, 
to influence Federal Government grant programs in a way to deny 
grants to unfriendly foundations in favor of proadministration 
foundations ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. That would depend. I am not that conversant with 
grants, but if the grants are based on lowest bidder, then it should 
be done honestly. If the grants are discretionary within the authority 
of the President to turn them over to one institution or another, I 
would recommend to the President that he turn any grants for studies 
or projects like that over to institutions which generally support the 
values and principles in which we believe, and not to other institutions 
such as the Brookings Institution, which in my judgment, amounts 
to, really, a government in exile for the Democratic Party. 

Mr. Dash. And in fact, if you look on page 4 of your memorandum, 
which follows your recommendation for the MacArthur Institute, 
which would be a Republican conservative foundation, there is a 
heading, “What About the Money” that would fund such an institute? 
If you look at item 3 under that, the recommendation is that all 
Federal contracts now going to institutions which are essentially anti- 
administration would be shifted to this new baby— and to other pro- 
administration foundations. Antiadministration foundations should 
be cut off without a dime. One good talk to the Cabinet would be all 
that would be required to get cooperation here and Budget could be 
on notice to notify the West Wing if Brookings gets any more money. 

Mr. Buchanan. There is nothing in there. Of course, it is a lowest 
bidder thing. I do not have any recommendation in here for violating 
the law. But I would urge that the Nixon administration, if there 
are discretionary funds, if there are institutions which are supportive 
of the values in which we believe, then our discretionary contracts 
for studies and the like should go to institutions which concur with 
our ideas. I repeat, but what does this have to do with the campaign 
of 1972? 

Mr. Dash. This is in the contention of the question I asked earlier 
about the Ford Foundation and the influence of foundations in the 
campaign. I think this is the background of that which led up to 
that. That is why it is relevant. 

Now, do you also believe, Mr. Buchanan, or did you advocate that 
it is an appropriate function of the White House or its representatives 
to use the Internal Revenue Division as a weapon against foundations 
you believe are friendly to the Democratic Party and unfriendly to 
the administration? 

Mr. Buchanan. I have recommended on several occasions, once 
when I received in the mail a political attack on the President and 
the Vice President and the Attorney General — it was a strictly political 
attack, in violation of the law, in my judgment, because at the end of 
the political attack, it said, please send in your tax-exempt dollars 
now. On each of these occasions — there were two or three when these 
things occurred — I recommended to Mr. Haldeman that this 
matter be looked into. It appeared to me to be a violation of the law. 
It was the use of tax-exempt funds for political operations; it rvas 
disadvantageous to the administration and if these institutions were 
using their tax-exempt status to engage in politics, then we should 
move to remove their tax-exemption status. 

As you Avill recall, in 1969 — I am sorry, 1967 — President Johnson 
directed that the tax exemptions of the Sierra Club be removed for 
violation of its tax exemption by virtue of its lobbying. It had only 
sent out a single ad, I believe, on a conservation issue. 
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Mr. Dash. As a matter of fact, in a single memorandum on the next 
page, Mr. Buchanan, page 5 of your general memorandum on the so- 
called liberal foundations and a requirement for a Republican con- 
servative foundation, at the very top of the page, you state that: 

One of my primary concerns about this is that it requires a strong fellow run- 
ning the Internal Revenue Division 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Dash [continues reading] : 

And an especially friendly fellow with a friendly staff in the Tax Exempt Office. 

Am not sure we have the right now. 

Second, we could use a greater willingness on the part of our Internal Revenue 
to engage in combat with some of these lesser anti-Administration institutions 
like the Stern Foundation. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. Let me give you the reasoning on this thing. 

After the election of 1964, when Barry Goldwater was defeated, 
there was a conservative foundation that had some personnel that had 
worked in Senator Goldwater’s campaign. They came within an ace 
of losing their tax-exempt foundation status even though they had 
not engaged in any political activities. There is an apprehension in 
my mind that the Democratic Party came into power and any tax- 
exempt institution created which was not really as clean as a hound’s 
tooth, in which any sort of conservative political activity occurred 
would have that tax exemption withdrawn. 

Mr. Dash. Was there any request that you know of by the adminis- 
tration for either tax audits or tax reports from the group of founda- 
tions that you classified as liberal or 

Mr. Buchanan. No. I think that is — the expenditures of founda- 
tions, I believe, as a result of the 1969 tax act, I believe were a matter 
of public record. I have never seen a tax return of anybody, any in- 
stitution or any individual, that I can recall since I have been in the 
White House. I do not know why you would have to look at a tax re- 
turn. It is a public record what the Ford Foundation’s income, its 
assets, its disbursements are. You can just read their annual report. I 
do not believe I recommended that, but again, I have not looked 

Mr. Dash. No, I just quoted your recommendation. I have not sug- 
gested that you have. 

I have asked you whether or not, based on that recommendation, 
you are aware of any implementation or followthrough of any request 
for tax reports ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, because as I say, it is not a tax report you would 
look for if you are trying to remove the tax exemption of an adminis- 
tration. It is not a financial lianky-pank. It is whether they are en- 
gaged in the political process where they have no business. 

For example, I saw a report back in 1967 or 1968 of the National 
Student Association. It had decided to engage in lobbying and the like 
and it was engaged in wholly political activity. But the same report 
that you had which was a public report, incidentally, showed that they 
had set up some sort of dual fund which enables them to get tax- 
exempt funds in one pot and the other is nontax exempt. 

Mr. Dash. But your recommendation of what would be required as a 
friendly fellow or friendly staff in the Internal Revenue would mean 
some aggressive activity. 

Mr. Buchanan. It is well known that the Internal Revenue Service, 
in our view, was politically controlled by Democrats, or had been at 
that particular time. 
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Mr. Dash. Do you know whether or not after this 

Mr. Buchanan. Did we clean it out? 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. We have only gotten something like 10 schedule C 
positions. At this particular time, we had only filled with one of our 
own. It has been the impression, 1 think perhaps justified, in the past 
that the tax-exempt division of the IRS had been biased against con- 
servative tax-exempt organizations and had been very lenient in re- 
gard to liberal tax-exempt organizations and their activities which 
crossed the boundary into politics. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did you know or do you know, Mr. John Caulfield? 

Mr. Buchanan. I know him very well. 

Mr. Dash. Did ymu know of his work at the White House, and what 
his work was at. the White House ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I knew he was doing routine investigations. I had 
no knowledge of some of the activities which have become public. 

Mr. Dash. And you had no relationship in any way with him? 

Mr Buchanan. I have a closer personal relationship. He is a very 
good friend of mine. 

Mr. Dash. Did you know about the political activities of a person 
known as Fat Jack? I think in your statement you indicated you did 
not know the person. 

Mr. Buchanan. The first I heard of Fat Jack is when it came out 
in Mr. Hunt’s testimony. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware that the Committee for the Re-Election 
of the President had a spy in the Muskie campaign headquarters who 
was photographing Muskie material and turning them over to the 
Committee for the Re-Election of the President ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I was not aware that we had a spy. On two occasions 
we received — I received, personally — documents from the Muskie 
campaign which were fairly low-grade political ore. They were sent 
over by the Committee To Re-Elect. They were unsolicited papers and 
they were in a photographed form, but whether the individual there 
was a leak or a spy or whether it was Fat Jack or one of these other 
code names or how it came to the Committee To Re-Elect, I could not 
tell you to this day. 

Mr. Dash. How did you — you say you received some material that 
came from the Muskie headquarters ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It came out of the Muskie campaign, that is correct. 
There were several batches of photographed documents and, as I 
stated, it was fairly low-grade political ore. Leaks are not uncommon 
in campaigns, and a recommendation made to the Committee To 
Re-Elect asked what I should do with it, and I said most of it is 
insignificant, but there are two or three items in which Evans and 
Novak might be interested — the fact that Senator Muskie proposed 
using public funds in public hearings to advance his candidacy, which 
would seem to me to be a matter which the people had a right to know. 

Mr. Dash. As a matter of fact, did Mr. Evans and Mr. Novak, 
did they publish the matter in their column ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Published, I could not say with certitude. What I 
recommended that we send to them was the material that was pub- 
lished. I would have to be shown by the staff — the column — and I 
would also have to be shown, I think, again the material we had. But 
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we did get material on two occasions, and I did recommend that it 
be sent to columnists Evans and Novak. Evans and Novak did print 
on two occasions, I believe, material from Muskie’s campaign; I do 
not know whether this was the same thing. Mr. Hunt testified, maybe 
I am mistaken, there were maybe 10 batches of it. If that is true, we 
did not see it. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, you only saw two batches ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Just two occasions. 

Mr. Dash. Two occasions. 

Now, an important part of your assignment in the 1972 campaign 
was to recommend strategy, was it not ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And what, in fact, was your major recommendation at 
the beginning of the campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I would say that in 1971, as I stated at the outset, 
my principal recommendation was that given the fact that we had 
12 Democrats opposing us, all of them attacking the President, that 
we ought to concentrate and focus our political resources primarily, if 
not exclusively, on Senator Muskie, who was then the frontrunner 
leading the President in the polls. 

Mr. Dash. Did you put these recommendations in the form of a 
memorandum ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I certainly did. 

Mr. Dash. It was your recommendation, was it not, and I think you 
have just indicated, that the Republican Party all through the cam- 
paign actually attempted to affect the primaries so as to affect Mr. 
Muskie’s chances in the primaries ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, there is no doubt about it that in the summer 
of 1971, we were counterattacking against Senator Muskie. He had 
to run the gauntlet of the political primaries, and — right. If you are 
devising a political strategy, you would have to take these into consid- 
eration and providing scenarios for the primaries, the Democratic 
primaries was one of our functions. 

Mr. Dash. And this actually led to one of your — or at least the basic 
memorandum was the one I think we referred to already, the memo- 
randum of March 24, 1971, which is tab 10 [exhibit No. 170], which 
you called the Muskie watch. 

Mr. Buchanan. There were four basic ones. One was an analysis of 
Senator Muskie. One was an analysis of Senator Humphrey, another 
an analysis of Senator Kennedy, and another an analysis of Senator 
Jackson. 

Mr. Dash. Is it not true, Mr. Buchanan, that you personally be- 
lieved that the 1972 election was more than an ordinary Presidential 
election but had a direct relationship for the safety of the country ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That is a line, I believe, out of a memorandum of 
mine, the Muskie watch — let me say I would not — I would have been 
less apprehensive had Senator Jackson been the nominee than Senator 
Muskie or Senator McGovern. Senator Muskie or Senator McGovern 
had won their election, given their views with regard to American 
policy in Southeast Asia, I think it would have been a little short of 
a catastrophe, that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. If Senator Muskie had won the election ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Given his views on Southeast Asia and later in the 
campaign of Senator Humphrey. The only Democrat I would have 
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been mildly comfortable with would have been Senator Henry 
Jackson. 

Mr. Dash. So actually, you expressed that view on page 7 of the 
memorandum ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes; this is the Muskie watch. 

Mr. Dash. Let me just read you the language that you had : 

We ought to go down to the kennels and turn all the dogs loose on Ecology Ed. 
The President is the only one who should stand clear, while everybody else gets 
chewed up. The rest of us are expendable commodities; but if the President 
goes, we all go, and maybe the country with us. My view 

Mr. Buchanan. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. That was your 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Dash, if you read my articles in the New York 
Times, which are a fourth or fifth draft, you will know my rhetoric 
is somewhat hot and you can imagine what the first draft is like and 
that is one of them. 

Mr. Dash. In your 

Mr. Buchanan. Incidentally, let me make a point here. The exag- 
gerated metaphor is really the staple of American political language. 
In the campaign of 1972, 1 recall Mr. Gary Hart said publicly : “If the 
Nixon people do to us what the Humphrey people did to us, which is 
underestimate us, we will kill them.” 

I am sure Mr. Hart did not mean physical violence on us, and when 
I said we are going down to the kennels, the reference was not to King 
Timahoe. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Dash. What actually did you have in mind when you were talk- 
ing about being chewed up and doing everything that you could in 
order to go down the line to see that Muskie would not succeed ? 

Mr. Buchanan. As I say, others disagreed with this — the Buchanan 
memos are not the campaign. I made strategy, others disagreed 
with me. Others felt Senator Kennedy perchance would be a. stronger 
candidate than Senator Muskie and if we focused our political resources 
which were formidable, on Senator Muskie and he would decline in the 
polls the result might be the nomination of Senator Kennedy would 
be stronger. My personal view was otherwise. I always felt Senator 
Muskie would be the strongest candidate, that analysis indicates that, 
and we do not have political resources we could not focus on all 12 of 
the Democrats and I asked the President, or recommended to the Presi- 
dent, that the limited resources we were building then, these be focused 
on Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Dash. Let me put this in somewhat focus to see what your un- 
derstanding was as to how far you would want to go because of how 
you saw the fate of the country at that time. We have had testimony 
before us from Mr. Mitchell, the former Attorney General, who, I 
think, in response to Senator Talrnadge's question, stated that in order 
to reelect the President he would practically do anything, and in that 
case he was being questioned involving subornation of perjury and 
coverup. Of course, there is no question with you, Mr. Buchanan, with 
regard to that. 

But would you have gone as far, though, did you feel as strongly as 
Mr. Mitchell, do you endorse Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Charles Colson was quoted once as saying, “I would 
do anything the President of the United States would ask me to do, 
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period.” I would subscribe to that statement for this reason: The 
President of the United States would not ask me to do anything un- 
ethical, improper, or wrong or illegal. 

Mr. Dash. I think your statement really is that I would not go 
as far as Mr. Mitchell’s statement. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, I do not know that Mr. Mitchell has been 
demonstrated to be guilty of anything. I do not know the fact of 
these cases involving the Watergate and I think we ought to leave 
that up to the courts. I am loyal to the President of the United 
States, that is correct. I have been loyal to him for 8 years. 

Mr. Dash. I am not questioning that, Mr. Buchanan. 

Mr. Buchanan. What is it that you are questioning, Mr. Dash? 

Mr. Dash. I am just asking you, in the memorandum, where you 
have indicated the nature of the danger that you saw to the country, 
and the importance that the forces of the Republican Party including 
the “White House be aimed at knocking out the frontrunner, Mr. 
Muskie, how far would you go to do that ? What tactics would you 
be willing to use? 

Mr. Buchanan. What tactics would I be willing to use ? Anything 
that was not immoral, unethical, illegal, or unprecedented in previous 
Democratic campaigns. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Dash. We will leave that general definition and see whether 
or not some of this we might be able to define a little more clearly. 
Did you have any discussion with anyone at the White House about 
the possibility of hiring someone like a Donald Segretti ? 

Mr. Buchanan. We certainly did. As you know Mr. Richard “Dick” 
Tuck is the well-known Democratic prankster, we enjoyed some of 
his tricks against us as well as, I am sure, he did. I recall in just 
three, briefly three of his favorites, one of them was in 1962 when 
Mr. Nixon began to deliver a major address from the back of a rail- 
road train he put on an engineer’s cap and signaled the engineer to 
drive off leaving Mr. Nixon standing there. 

Another of his favorites was during a major political speech just 
as the speaker reaches the denouement he drops the fire escape 
on him. 

The third was, we were at the Hotel Hilton down there in Miami 
Beach, and out front demonstrating — I thought it was welfare mothers 
or we heard it was welfare mothers at the time, they were all black, 
they were all pregnant, and they were all carrying placards that said 
“Nixon’s the one.” [Laughter.] 

Some of the things done to us were hilarious. Mr. Haldeman as he 
has testified, indicated that maybe it is about time we had ourselves 
a political Dick Tuck. I was called into a meeting with Mr. Chapin 
and several others and asked how the Dick Tuck should be struc- 
tured. My recollection of the meeting is that it should be a small 
operation, and that because of 1971 we were depoliticizing publicly 
the White House, it ought to be under the Committee To Re-Elect 
the President. That was the last I have heard. I do not know if that 
was the — if Donald Segretti turned out to be the Dick-Tuck-gone- 
awry or not. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chapin was at that meeting with you ? 

Mr. Buchanan. He was in Mr. Chapin’s office. 

Mr. Dash. Did you learn Mr. Chapin in fact hired Mr. Segretti ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. No, I never heard the name Mr. Segretti until it 
came out in the banner headlines of the Washington Post. 

Let me just state, make a point here also. When these things were 
done by Mr. Richard Tuck, they were considered humorous, pranks, 
stunts, and we thought of them as such. But when some of the things 
done by our people which were similar to those that were done, it re- 
sulted in screaming banner headlines in the Washington Post about 
political sabotage. Now there is a line across which political tricks 
should not go, quite clearly. One of them obviously was in Florida. The 
salacious attack on Senator Jackson, and Senator Humphrey, and 
another I think was against us, against the President when phone 
banks of McGovern’s campaign, I believe, were used in California to 
get near violent demonstrations denying the President of the United 
States a right to speak. These things clearly got out of hand I think 
in both campaigns. 

Let me move to Donald Segretti. The first I heard of that, as. I said, 
was the "Washington Post and I think you have testified that I was 
called in to a meeting at the White House in October of 1969 when 
this came out, to discuss the handling of the Segretti matter and that 
was the first of any idea we had about the thing or I had about his 
activities. 

Mr. Dash. What was your relationship with the Committee To Re- 
Elect the President and Mr. Magruder during the campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Mv personal relations with the Committee To Re- 
Elect was minimal. I had a political aide who had liaison with them or. 
some matters but my strategy memorandums and my analysis and 
things like this, these would go directly up to the President, or to Mr. 
Haldeman, or to Mr. Ehrlichman sometimes, so my relationships with 
Jeb Magruder were very few. I was on a committee which they ran on 
Monday nights, but which was not a significant one, but they were 
fairly minimal. I know Jeb Magruder fairly well. 

Mr. Dash. I think having said you “did not become aware of Mr. 
Segretti,” you are not able to really tell us what kind of acts Mr. Se- 
gretti may have done ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I don’t; that is true. I think he has pleaded 
guilty, hasn’t he, to some things, maybe I am wrong. 

Mr. Dash. There is one count. 

Now, were you aware that Mr. Magruder actually had working for 
the Committee To Re-Elect the President political espionage opera- 
tives who, like Segretti, were working in the field ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I don’t know that Segretti was — you see there is a 
differentiation between pranksters and infiltration. 

Mr. Dash. I am talking about infiltrators. 

Mr. Buchanan. As I mentioned, I received those. Muskie docu- 
ments. I didn’t know if that was a spy or if that was a leak. I don’t 
know today the source of them. I could not testify to that. I do not 
believe I know of any spies in the other campaigns, because I do not 
believe I received any other documents other than these two, and the 
very fact that I received just these two, would lead me to believe that 
w T e did not have widespread espionage operation going. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware 

Mr. Buchanan. Or spies. 



3925 


Mr. Dash. Were you aware that any activities were going on, as a 
political espionage matter under Mr. Magruder through Mr. Segretti 
which were also aimed at the candidacy of Mr. Muskie ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, if you set a grand strategy, if the strategy 
I recommended and, incidentally, I did not set the strategy. I was not 
on the senior strategy board during the campaign, and I did not set 
the strategy for the primary thing but I recommended it. If my 
recommended strategy were adopted, and if there were pranksters 
out there, I am sure they would fit in underneath that but I do not 
know that. I don’t know that for sure. 

Mr. Dash. Now, it is true, is it not, that you recommended as a 
goal of the Republican campaign effort during the Democratic pri- 
maries that the securing of Senator McGovern would be the best can- 
didate for Mr. Nixon to run against? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, that would not be accurate — I think you have 
a memo. I have a line in there that says : “We have not been so good in 
our lives that providence is going to reward us with the nomination of 
Senator McGovern.” That was a statement in 1971. I did not even do 
an analysis on Senator McGovern in 1971 because we did not consider 
him a serious candidate. We began to consider Senator McGovern 
a serious candidate just prior to the Wisconsin primary when we got 
report of the strengths of his organization, and after the Wisconsin 
primary we did do an analysis, a strategy analysis of the coming 
Democratic primaries which led us to believe that McGovern could 
win the nomination. In my judgment, McGovern was the candidate 
we wanted most at that point in time, and I believe, I did make a 
recommendation that all political resources of the Nixon campaign 
and of the Nixon public campaigns that they leave Senator McGovern 
alone and let him proceed unimpeded on the nomination because there 
was a strong chance he would win it. 

Mr. Dash. Let me refer you, Mr. Buchanan, to a memorandum of 
April 12, 1972, to Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman from you and Mr. 
Ivhachigian which is tab 23 [exhibit No. 183], April 2. Do you have 
that memorandum ? April 12, excuse me. 

Mr. Buchanan. Let me see if I am right. The cover memorandum ? 

Mr. Dash. It is a cover memorandum. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Dash. And then the one that is from you. 

Mr. Buchanan. This is right. This is our scenario, I think, of how 
we felt projections and predictions of all 

Mr. Dash. Yes; let me read at least the first paragraph which I 
think sets forth the position that you have been testifying to : 

Our primary objective, to prevent Senator Muskie from sweeping the early 
primaries, locking up the convention in April, and uniting the Democratic Party 
behind him for the fall, has been achieved. The likelihood — great three months 
ago — that the Democratic Convention could become a dignified coronation cere- 
money for a centrist candidate who could lead a united party into the election — 
is now remote. 

Now, if we look to page 8 of that same memorandum. 

Senator Baker. What are you looking at, Sam? 

Mr. Dash. Tab 23, April 12, 1972, memorandum. 

Senator Baker. Tab 23 ? 
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Mr. Dasii. Tab 23, and I am now referring to page 8 of that memo- 
randum, Senator Baker. And on the very top of that page : 

Our next goal. What we need now Is a decision on whom we want to run 
against. We believe that McGovern is our candidate for dozens of reasons. He 
could be painted as a left radical candidate, the Goldwater of the Democratic 
Party, and at this point in time we would inundate him. The Wallace Democrats, 
south and north, as well as the Daley and Meany Democrats would have to take 
hemlock to support a fellow whose major plank is to chop $32 billion out of 
defense. Also he is weak with the blacks and would have to cater to that vote. 
To his great disadvantage Humphrey can take the blacks for granted in a contest 
with the President. 

So in that memorandum the deal was, as stated, to have Mr. McGov- 
ern as the candidate for the Democratic Party. 

Mr. Hue u ax ax. It asks for a decision, I believe, from the campaign 
hierarchy in the first sentence. 

Mr. Dash. That was your recommendation ? 

Mr. Buchanan. My recommendation was repeatedly that we ought 
not to do anything to Senator McGovern in any way to impede his run 
for the nomination and, frankly, Mr. Dash, if anything was done 
against — even in the way of pranks or something like that — against 
Senator McGovern in that period of time, then it would certainly have 
been contrary to any recommendation that I had made. 

Mr. Dash. Well, actually, on page 24 you make — on tab 24 [exhibit 
No. 184], your next memorandum, dated April 27, 1972, from you to 
Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman — that is exactly your recommenda- 
tion. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Dash [reading] : 

With the great success of McGovern and subsequent pull out of Muskie the 
chances of McGovern’s nomination are immensely improved. Thus we must do as 
little as possible at this time to impede McGovern’s race. 

Mr. Buchanan. I think the reason for that was there were some 
self-starters on our side. We had frankly had one candidate, Senator 
Muskie, on whom we have done enormous research who had dropped 
out of the race. We had done enormous research on Senator McGovern 
and there were some individuals within the campaign organization of 
the Republican Party who were recommending we move now to be 
critical and lay on the record Senator McGovern’s positions in order to 
get him on the record before the convention, postconvention criticisms 
being given little credence and my recommendation was that we not do 
that, that we not be critical of Senator McGovern, that we stay out of 
his effort, and I don’t mean that in any pejorative sense but that we 
don’t criticize him. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, you notice a handwritten statement which I think 
is legible even in the Xerox at the bottom which says, “I agree with 
this. Pass along to our staff. RNC,” et cetera, that looks like John 
Mitchell. 

Mr. Buchanan. That is the very first I have seen of that notation 
but that indicates Mr. Mitchell concurred with the strategy. 

Mr. Dash. Concurred with your recommendation. 

Did you believe during the campaign, or advocate that the admin- 
istration should use its power to make judicial appointments, including 
the President’s power to nominate persons for Supreme Court vacan- 
cies either for political purposes or to deride the Democratic Party ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. I recommended since back in 1968 or 1969 that the 
President of the United States appoint, first, a southern judicial con- 
servative to the Supreme Court and, secondly, an American of ethnic 
descent, preferably an Italian to the Supreme Court, a distinguished 
jurist, because I feel that would be good for the country and I think 
it would have been good for us and it is consistent with our philosophy, 
that is right. 

Mr. Dash. Would you turn to , I think it is, a memorandum on tab 
19 of October 6, 1971, and it is a cover memorandum which attaches 
to your memorandum. 

Mr. Buchanan. This is the memorandum on dividing the Demo- 
crats’ research. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, dividing the Democrats. 

Mr. Buchanan. They — let me place this in context. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. This says from research as requested. My under- 
standing of this — I had been asked to do a long-range analysis of any 
issues, of any recommendations, of any move that we could take which 
Avould result in divisions in the Democratic Party, the fact being that 
we can't win unless the Democratic — if the Democratic Party is 
united, which is about twice the size of ours, there is no way we can 
win a national election and we had recommended for a long period of 
time that w T e move to win to our side certain specific segments of the 
Democratic Party and my recommendations are the southern Protes- 
tants, if you will, and the northern Catholics, both of those strategies, 
and I think this is my long-range analysis of all the possible fissures 
and faults running through the old Roosevelt coalitions. 

Mr. Dash. Right. 

Now, on page 3 of that memorandum under regional fissures, num- 
ber one. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Dash [reading] : 

The Supreme Court nomination of a southern district constructionist will 
force Democratic northern liberals and major candidates to anger either the 
south or the veto vote or the blacks and the labor movement and the northern 
liberals, a highly qualified southern conservative nominee to the Supreme 
Court is de facto a divisive issue in the Democratic Party. 

Mr. Buchanan. That is one of those occasions where good policy 
is also good politics, I think, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. But what is — your recommendation here was that even 
the President’s filling a Supreme Court vacancy 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Dash, there is no secret to any individual of 
the national press corps or any individual who knows me that I would 
recommend strong conservative judiciary officials be put on the U.S. 
Supreme Court. I have been recommending that since 1966 to the 
President. I would recommend it today, and the side effect of that 
is to be divisive within the National Democrats; that is an ancillary 
benefit with which I am delighted. 

Mr. Dash. Did you say it was an auxiliary ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Ancillary. 

Mr. Dash. Ancillary. 

Now, did you in a memorandum spell out what breadth there might 
be to a Senator Edward Kennedy Presidential candidacy ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. Bight, but it was an analysis — I think this was on 
a request. After I did the Muskie analysis, I was asked to do an analysis 
on other Presidential candidates. I "did one on Senator Kennedy, I 
believe. 

Mr. Dash. That would be your June 9, 1971, memorandum, which 
is tab 13 [exhibit No. 173] . 

Were you aware, by the way — I am not making any special refer- 
ences to that, but that does take in the possibility of, the strong 
possibility of a Kennedy candidacy ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That is right. We were low in the polls, or rela- 
tively low in the polls in 1971. I think this reflected that it was our 
feeling that we were low, that if the President looked extremely vul- 
nerable that Senator Kennedy would move, but that if we were strong 
and looked fairly invincible, that Senator Kennedy would lay back. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, my next question would not directly 
relate to anything of your knowledge, but the date of this memorandum 
is related to testimony we have already received in this committee. It 
is June 9, 1971, which recognizes Kennedy as perhaps a strong 
candidate. 

Mr. Buchanan. Bight. 

Mr. Dash. But we received testimony from Mr. Hunt yesterday that 
he had received instructions from Mr. Colson to fabricate some State 
Department cables that linked the Kennedy administration to the 
assassination of Diem. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Dash, as I have stated, I never heard of E. 
Howard Hunt until June 1972. 

Mr. Dash. I am not connecting that with this. I say the date of the 
memorandum certainly shows that the administration 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, it does not show that. It is a memorandum to 
the Preisdent doing an analysis of Edward M. Kennedy, and my 
analysis indicated that I thought we should focus on Senator Muskie. 
I do not believe there is anything in here which suggests that we 
ought to do anything unethical. 

Mr. Dash. I think you misunderstood my question, Mr. Buchanan. 
I am not suggesting that you or your memorandum suggested any- 
thing other than it brought out the fact that Mr. Kennedy was not to 
be forgotten as a possible Presidential candidate. 

Mr. Buchanan. There was a division of opinion within the White 
House and even within the opposition research room as to who would 
be the strongest candidate. I think the feeling of some individuals was 
that Senator Kennedy would be a good deal stronger candidate than 
Senator Muskie, but I did not share that view. 

Mr. Dash. Were you ever asked to help develop a newspaper ad 
campaign following up on Vice President Agnew’s attacks on radical 
liberals ? 

That is 1969. 

Mr. Buchanan. Vice President Agnew’s attacks ; you mean, in the 
Des Moines speech and other speeches ? This was in 1969. 

Mr. Dash. Bight. During the 1972 campaign, did you participate in 
getting attack ads placed in newspapers against Democratic candi- 
dates ? 

Mr. Buchanan. There was only one candidate, McGovern — right. 
We recommended — as a matter of fact, a large portion of what we were 
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doing — we recommended a significant budget for the political offen- 
sive as an approach to the pro-Nixon commercials, and so on. We 
recommended placement of those critical materials, but even more im- 
portant, to emulate the Johnson commercials against Gold water and 
the Humphrey against Agnew, use of television spots against Senator 
McGovern, and we did some which I thought were very successful. 

We reviewed those materials and while I do not know if we prepared 
them, I certainly reviewed some ads. They brought them over to me 
to look at. 

Mr. Dash. I would like to just bring your attention to a memoran- 
dum from you to Messrs. Clark MacGregor, Haldeman, and Colson, 
August 1, 1972, which is tab 32 [exhibit No. 192] . 

Do you have that memorandum before you ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Dash. Now, do you see political suggestions? [Reading:] 

1. In the Assault Book, we have the quote from McGovern about not “manu- 
facturing foolish projects” like the space shuttle. Would it not be wise to have this 
put into ads and pamphlets right now in the area of California which just bene- 
fited Humphrey from the space shuttle. 

No. 2, along the same lines, the old anti-Tydings ad which was so effective, 
in my view, in Maryland. “If Joe wins you lose,” would seem to me an ideal 
all-purpose ad for GOP’ers in areas affected by McGovern space and defense 
cuts. “If McGovern wins, we lose.” Again, the negative ads, I would think, will do 
more to make the President a big winner than a positive “re-elect the President.” 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. Can I explain why I believed that? 

Mr. Dash. Of course. 

Mr. Buchanan. My feeling was that when the President was in the 
polls at 65 percent, every vote — or almost every vote — from 55 per- 
cent to 65 was less a pro-Nixon vote or an enthusiastic pro-Nixon vote 
than it was a vote against the candidate of the Democratic Party and 
our most effective political strategy, since these were Democrats, rather 
than have us say, you know, what a great job we have done, was you 
should focus on the reason why they are voting for Richard Nixon. 
They were voting for Richard' Nixon, quite frankly, and we recog- 
nized that, not because they were the most strong supporters of ours — 
in fact, they were the most lukewarm — but because they were in strong 
opposition to Senator McGovern. That is why we recommended that 
we get the strongest slice of the anti-McGovern voter’s with these com- 
mercials rather than with the pro-Nixon commercials. 

Mr. Dash. Were these also supposed to be signed by the Committee 
To Re-Elect the President or the Republican Party or citizens groups ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I would think Democrats for Nixon would have 
been an effective one at the time. But it did not make much difference. 

Mr. Dash. In other words, you would use some sort of group that 
would look like a group of citizens ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, there is nothing in there about doing that. Po- 
litical advertisements in newspapers are a common staple. We ran ads 
in newspapers and I do not know that, they were done unethically. 
All the attack ads which were run, I think, were run after the Re- 
publican Convention. I think most of the attack ads — or the offensive 
ads, I should say — these had on them the identification of Democrats 
for Nixon, which we felt would be a more effective appeal to Demo- 
crats than a Republican group. 

Mr. Dash. Did you ever recommend or approve the use of Republi- 
can campaign funds to go into an ad of this kind, which would be 
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placed in the papers, which would have as its support a citizens group ? 

Mr. Buchanan. A citizens group? Well, in the campaign, there 
are hundreds of citizens groups that go up, that are set up. You know, 
citizens for honest government, citizens for this, citizens for that. 

But here is the thing. 

Mr. Dash. You would prepare the ad ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I just do the copy. I do the copy or I clear the copy. 
I do not go out and find out what the political committee is going to 
be. I would basically probably not do the copy. The advertising folks 
would bring the copy in, I would clear it, say sharpen this, and I would 
say, it should be placed in Illinois or this should be placed in Cali- 
fornia. The details of these things and whether it was a Republican 
grvip or whether it was Democrats for Nixon, these would more than 
likely be decisions of other individuals, I think. 

Mr. Dash. Well, whether anybody did it, whether Republicans or 
Democrats, would not such an ad be, in effect, a manufactured ad 
because it would give to readers the impression that a group of citi- 
zens felt so strongly about a particular issue that they would be put- 
ting their own money into purchasing that space and giving the mes- 
sage, which in fact 

Mr. Buchanan. No, Mr. Dash, I have ghosted speeches for Presi- 
dents, Vice Presidents, Senators, Republican chairmen ; I have ghosted 
letters to editors. What is illicit about ghosting an ad in which indi- 
viduals are going to put their names on them ? 

Mr. Dash. I am asking your advice, not raising any question of 
what is illicit. What I am saying is, in effect: although you say you 
have ghosted speeches; to ghost or manufacture an ad or a letter to 
the editor that purports to be a letter from a citizen and is read by 
fellow citizens as an irate citizen’s response, which, in fact, is actually 
written by a mythical campaign worker and sent to a citizen to sign — 
really, is that a true way to mold citizen opinion ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, as long as there is an individual who is will- 
ing to sign a letter and asks you to draft it, or you draft it and an indi- 
vidual, if it does not conflict with his views, I don’t think there is any- 
thing, as I say, that would seem to me to be in the same category with 
a speechwriter who is told by a candidate or a President or a Vice 
President, draft me a speech and make these points on it. It becomes 
the property and the views become the views of the signers. There is 
nothing compulsory. It is strictly voluntary. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, did you ever recommend any covert or 
clandestine activities to be taken on during the campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, it would depend. My own view is that there 
are such things as covert and clandestine intelligence activities that are 
not wrong, that are not unethical and things like that. It is conceivable, 
yes. But what did you have in mind ? 

Mr. Dash. Turn to tab 16 [exhibit No. 176] of your July 28, 1971, 
memo. 

Mr. Buchanan. Did you say 15, sir? 

Mr. Dash. 16. 

Mr. Buchanan. Here it is. 

Mr. Dash. Do you have it ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Turn to page 5. 
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Mr. Buchan ax. Bight. Incidentally, this memorandum is not in my 
memorandum form. The approved-disapproved comment is 

Mr. Dash. I know. I think you told us that in executive session, but 
that probably is another memorandum which you had prepared, but 
was rewritten by the committee with their approved and disapproved 
form. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Page five, you see Special Projects. [Reading:] 

We would like to utilize Ron Walker's resources where possible to handle some 
close-in operations, pickets and the like, and candidates visit various cities. 

What did you have in mind in that kind of recommendation? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, when you have Senator Muskie traveling to 
a city, he will bring with him a traveling national press corps which 
will be interested in the size of his crowds at airports, will be inter- 
ested in the circumstances surrounding his appearance. If you have at 
the airport a group of individuals with a sign that they throw up at 
the right moment, “This is Nixon country,” for example, you are liable 
to get an Associated Press photograph with Senator Muskie with the 
sign, which is, we feel, advantageous. 

Mr. Dash. Who was Bon Walker ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Incidentally, this, I believe, was rejected. Ron 
Walker was in charge of the President’s advance men and so he would 
have — there are advance men we have in various cities around the 
country who, when you go in there, they handle crowds and scheduling 
and they could organize these demonstrations. It would be a less expen- 
sive operation than having men travel around in advance and do it. 

So, lie would have an advance in place. I am not certain of it, but my 
recollection is that this idea was rejected and we were not allowed to 
use White House advance men for these types of things, and we did 
use State chairmen, State committees, and the like. 

We would phone to them and they would set up the demonstrations 
or they would issue the statements there. 

Mr. Dash. This would be to give the appearance of a demonstration 
against the candidate ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That would be one example, yes, sir. Or you could 
have your literature of the Committee To Re-Elect. Or you could write 
up, say, if Senator Muskie were having difficulty with some particu- 
lar question, a list of questions, something like that, you could draft 
the questions and get the local Republicans there to put them on the 
press bus, or to hand out their flyers at the Muskie rally, put them on 
the seats of chairs, things like that. 

Mr. Dash. Woidd you turn to your memorandum of August 13, 1971, 
which is tab 18 [exhibit No. 178].? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right, the ’72 sponsors club. 

Mr. Dash. There it says : 

Attached is a copy of an Evans and Novak column from the July 25 Washing- 
ton Post which indicates that the Democrats are setting up a '72 sponsors club 
similar to the President’s club of the LBJ era. For $72 a month, there are a num- 
ber of privileges accorded to those who contribute. 

Pat Buchanan has suggested that we have someone we know, preferably a 
Democrat not connected with us, join this club. This could be arranged by having 
the individual write in explaining that he had read about the club in the news- 
paper and is fed up with the Administration’s policies and wants to contribute 
his share and become a member of the club. This would give us many advantages 
in keeping track of Democratic contenders and their strategy. 
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Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir, that idea is taken out of Larry O’Brien’s 
campaign book. He has recommended in his campaign book that, it is a 
good thing for Democrats to get on the mailing list for all Republican 
materials they could find. Our recommendation was that someone get 
on the mailing list for all these Democratic materials so that we get an 
ongoing flow of their political literature. 

Mr. Dash. Again, Mr. Buchanan, the point is not whether it is done 
by Democrats or Republicans, because our mandate is to look into the 
entire activity. Is this a form of infiltration ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It is. Yes, you get on the mailing list. Our news 
summary is on the mailing list of Common Cause. We get all their 
publications. Our reason is we have to put them in the President’s news 
summary. It is not because we agree with their goals. I don’t think it is 
any more infiltration than that. 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware, of the covert activities sponsored by the 
Republican Party for the Democratic National Committee during the 
time of the convention ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Was I aware of any? No, I was not aware of any. 
I would trust w T e had some intelligence people down at Miami Beach 
to see how they handled their convention — that is a gigantic affair — 
how they handled their press, how they handled their demonstrations. 
Frankly, their scheduling was a little weak in terms of the hour of the 
morning at which Senator McGovern spoke. I would hope we would 
have people down there looking at this, but this was not my function. 

Mr. Dash. Would you look at your memorandum of April 10, 1972, 
on tab 22 [exhibit No. 182], to Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Haldeman? 
Page 2 of that memorandum. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir 

Mr. Dash. Just at the bottom, “the dangers” are : 

If all hell breaks loose down there, they could conceivably point up to the 
Republicans at the Fontainebleu to distract attention from themselves. 

Thirdly, they could get some demonstrators to indicate that the Republicans 
up there told us to come down here and “raise hell.” Anyone at the observation 
post should be clean as a hound’s tooth — and the observation post should have no 
hand in any “covert operations” on-going in Miami. 

Mr. Buchanan. That is right. 

If you look at the top of that page, it says “The Republican forward 
observation post should be made public.” 

That was my recommendation. I was at. the 1968 Democratic Conven- 
tion in an observation post, which was made public. I had recom- 
mended that we set up a similar observation post at Miami Beach 
with the Democrats and that I go down there from the White House, 
with someone else at the White House. I believe we did have one. But 
the reason I did not go and this recommendation was withdrawn was 
because, frankly, of the Watergate incident and apprehension on my 
part that if, from the podium, they said they have some Republican 
spies up there in the Fontainebleu and they are there from the White 
House, we would never have caught up with the story. 

I did recommend a forward observ ation post down there. We had it 
in 1968 at the Chicago convention of the Democrats. Governor Love of 
Illinois was in both the observation post, and 

Mr. Dash. But you recommended that it. be kept clear or clean, 
away from any covert operations? 
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Mr. Buchanan. Eight. There were 2,000 press in Miami Beach. 
I certainly hope we had people down there demonstrating for Eichard 
Nixon. But anything like that should be kept away from the observa- 
tion post, we should be clean as a hound’s tooth out of apprehension 
at the allegations made against, us so we could say flatly, no, we had 
nothing to do with X, Y, or Z. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, I have just one more question. I would 
like to show you a pamphlet which purports to be issued by Citizens 
for a Liberal Alternative. 

By the way, do you know of the group, Citizens for a Liberal 
Alternative ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No ; Len Garment called me one night after some- 
one had come back from the committee, and he asked me, Mr. 
Buchanan, or Pat, are you familiar with Citizens for a Liberal Alter- 
native ? I said, it sounds like a fine organization. 

Senator, this pamphlet has only been shown to me. I have seen a 
Xerox of this. This pamphlet has been shown to me by the staff, I 
believe Monday night. Prior to that, Mr. Lenzner showed me a copy 
of it which was not identifiable. 

My recollection of this is largely based on my political assistant, 
Ken Khachigian, who tells me that I edited it. To my recollection, 
this pamphlet was not my idea, I did not draft it, I did not order it 
produced, I did not order it distributed. 1 do not know to whom it 
went, but if he says I edited it, I edited it, rather, the text of it. He 
is an honest individual and I assume he did it. 

Mr. Dash. Did he tell you that he prepared it ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, he said he told you that he prepared it. 

Mr. Dash. All right. Do you know that the fact is that there is 
no such organization as Citizens for a Liberal Alternative? 

Mr. Buchanan. Eight. The error in this — from my understand- 
ing— is that it failed to have on it the proper identifying name of an 
individual who belonged to the organization, which is not an unroutine 
shortcoming in a Presidential campaign. As a matter of fact, I have 
brought with me, Mr. Dash, as I said I would the other night, a 47- 
page diatribe against Senator McGovern which was released all over 
the Democratic Convention and which similarly lacks identification. 
F rom Time magazine ; I understand the author of this is Mr. George 
Meany and sponsorship is Mr. Barkin. I trust that if we could intro- 
duce that one into your evidence, they will go through the same 3 
hours of discussion of that as we are going through material like this. 

Mr. Dash. And what in effect this was aimed to do was to show 
liberal Democrats, purportedly from an organization of liberal Demo- 
crats, that Senator Muskie was, as it says in the first page, Ed Muskie 
will be no different from the Nixons, Agnews, Mitchells that we have 
now, and make him a candidate of the Democratic right. 

Mr. Buchanan. The rhetoric is not leftwing rhetoric, but the state- 
ments on Senator Muskie’s position on gun control is accurate, on 
the statement with regard to the black Americans — there is not an in- 
accuracy in terms of the writing 

Mr. Dash. What I suggest is that the purpose of the pamphlet as 
you see it is to represent to liberal Democrats that a liberal Democrat 
organization is urging them to not vote for Senator Muskie. 
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Mr. Buchanan. Bight. Mr. Dash, the thing looks to me, it is a fairly 
unsophisticated document. A fairly unconvincing document. It looks 
to me like more of a joke. It does not look like it is going to convince 
an intelligent liberal Democrat to do anything. 

Mr. Dash. The record will show that this particular pamphlet was 
distributed quite widely throughout the country by different opera- 
tives. 

Mr. Chairman, I have referred to a number of memorandums and 
specifically read from these memorandums during the course of my 
questioning of Mr. Buchanan, and also this particular pamphlet. 1 
would like to have those particular memorandums, and especially those 
portions that I have read from, identified for the record and admitted 
in evidence. 

Mr. Buchanan. Can we introduce the Meany pamphlet, sir? I 
brought it with me. 

Mr. Dash. Do you have the Meany pamphlet? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes; this is the document here, the McGovern rec- 
ord, a critical appraisal. Attached is the Time article. 

Senator Ervin. Without objection we will receive both documents 
for the record at this time. 

[The documents were marked exhibits Nos. 158 and 159*.] 

Mr. Dash. By the way, is that one of the files we subpenaed ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, it is not; I do not believe so. I just had this in 
hand fairly recently. 

Mr. Dash. How did you obtain that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not know. I think it was sent to us. 

Mr. Dash. Did you request it ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, we have done, in our own spare time, a little 
political research into the background of other political activities. 
Just as the committee suggested that things went wrong in the Repub- 
lican campaign, we felt there were some errors in the Democratic cam- 
paign and we brought it to your attention. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Buchanan, I am sure we have. If you have any ad- 
ditional things, we will be glad to see them. 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I only have this one. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Dash, I might say there are others and you 
will indeed receive copies and you will not be disappointed. 

Mr. Dash. I take it they are not presently in the committee files. 

Mr. Buchanan. No; I do not know what the committee file has got 
other than my memos. 

Senator Baker. I do not believe I will tell you. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Buchanan. I think you have given us some in- 
struction into the practicalities of American politics that are unfor- 
tunate policies of unorthodox matters of both political parties. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock. 

[Whereupon, at 12 : 30 p.m., the hearing recessed, to reconvene at 2 
p.m., this same day.] 

Afternoon Session, Wednesday, September 26, 1973 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Buchanan, several documents were referred to 


♦See pp. 4055 and 4059. 
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this morning and I would like to go over a few of them with you. You 
were asked to respond to particular passages from particular docu- 
ments that were read along and I think it is important that we get 
the full and complete flavor of the documents in case there is any mis- 
understanding. I would refer to page 7, of tab number 10 [exhibit 
No. 170], which is a memorandum for the President from you; sub- 
ject: the Muskie watch; and I would like to discuss your paper on 
Senator Muskie, Senator Kennedy, and Senator Humphrey. 

I think in fairness to your position, we might point out, at least 
one other than the ones read to you. On page 7, the final paragraph, 
it says, “The attacks should not be name calling, they should be well 
thought out.” 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Thompson. In the first place, when you say attacks, what are 
you talking about ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That would be, the reference would be to the politi- 
cal offensive, political speeches, political statements, political adver- 
tising, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. Political speeches by whom ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think I indicated what I felt to be the political 
resources which we could utilize. As well as I can recall, in 1971, the 
President vetoed our authorization, if you will, to bring in the Cabinet 
and to utilize the Vice President. This is not to suggest that we gave 
any directives of any kind to the Vice President, but in mid-1971, I 
think there was sort of a general rule, that the Cabinet and the Vice 
President would not engage in political colloquy, and the other re- 
sources I think I have named were the national committee, of course, 
the burgeoning resources of the Committee To Re-Elect. You have 
State parties, and you were beginning to get State committees. You 
have Republican Congressmen and Senators who were willing to take 
a hand in it, Senator Dole, who was an extraordinarily effective 
spokesman, I felt in our behalf. You have the Republican publication 
Monday which had high credibility with the national media and 
which was readily picked up on wires. These would be a few of the 
resources. 

Mr. Thompson. So when a public figure, in effect, made a speech 
promoting the candidacy of the President and taking a position 
against the leading Democratic opponents, that would be an attack ; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right, that would be a political attack, right. 

Mr. Thompson. 'What was the political climate with regard to name 
calling? Was there name-calling throughout the campaign? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think if you go through some of these, the 
March 14, 1972, memorandum, I think you will find a recognition 
and awareness on our part that when the campaign gets heated 
things are going to get out of hand. They invariably do. You have 
statements made that are too much, that are excessive, so we recom- 
mended that one individual, and I named in that memorandum, the 
Attorney General, or that he designate a deputy who would be 
assigned to clear all political copy coming — all attack, offensive copy 
coming out of the campaign in order that we not run into the same 
problem we ran into in 1970 when some of the ads were excessive and 
counterproductive. But there is an awareness, I think, through a 
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number of these memorandums that things, when you get into the heat 
of a campaign, individuals do go too far. Some of the — I recall in 
Senator McGovern’s campaign — I am sure Senator McGovern now, 
would not like to refer to the fact that he compared American policy 
in Indochina with the nationalist extermination of the Jew T s or that 
he compared the President of the United States with Adolf Hitler. 
These things were excesses, I think, in the campaign that occurred 
and we were cognizant that they would occur. Some things would 
occur on our part as they occurred on the other side. 

Mr. Thompson. Let me ask you to turn over to page 8 of that same 
memorandum. In the final paragraph you say : 

My recommendation then is for creation of the Muskie watch, an operation 
working perhaps within the Republican National Committee, which may even 
be a publicized operation, doing constant research on Ed. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, frankly, I had even considered myself — I 
was, in my own mind fairly ceitain, not that Senator Muskie would 
get the nomination, so I had thought myself of sort of resigning from 
the White House Staff, making a fairly high level operation in the 
Republican National Committee which would have all the research 
and data on Muskie to which the political reporters could come and 
which would be a publicized operation and which could issue state- 
ments vis-a-vis Senator Muskie, but even though in some of these 
memorandums it said that the Muskie watch was created, in reality 
it was not created. The Muskie watch amounted to actually little more 
than the research files of Buchanan and Khachigian. 

Mr. Thompson. In any of your recommendations regarding the 
possible candidacies of the leading Democrats, did you in any way 
advocate the defaming of anyone ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, no. In a public statement that sort of thing 
is not only mistaken, it is counterproductive. 

Mr. Thompson. I refer you to tab 13 (exhibit No. 173), if I may, 
on page 5. That memorandum is dated June 9, 1971. Confidential. 

Mr. Buchanan. This is the Kennedy memorandum. 

Mr. Thompson. For the President from you. EMIv, political memo- 
randum. You discuss pros and cons, his assets, deficiencies, and on page 
5 under the heading of Chappaquiddick, you state : “This, of course, 
will be kept in the public mind by the press — speculating on whether 
it is helping or hurting EMK.” 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Thompson [continues reading] : “We ought to stay miles away 
from it — indicating even in private, it is hard to say the affect; we 
don’t know.” 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Mr. Thompson. Was this policy followed ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It was. Let me add another case similar to the thing 
when Senator Eagleton’s problems came over the national wire the 
President directed — I was in the room when he did it — directed all 
Republican spokesmen out on the campaign trail to make no comment 
whatsoever about it. This, the Chappaquiddick thing, I think, the 
same policy was in effect. This would be my recommendation, that our 
speakers make no reference whatsoever to it in public statements, and 
this was made in the course of a confidential memorandum. I believe 
it was a course that was followed. 
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Mr. Thompson. In these evaluations, did you set up the strong 
points of the candidates as well as their deficiencies ? 

Mr. Buchanan. We certainly did. As a matter of fact, the memo on 
Hubert Humphrey is very laudatory, as I recall. 

Mr. Thompson. That is tab 11 [exhibit No. 171] and that was next 
on my list. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

As a matter of fact, you lead off — the sources of these were basically 
three : Cine was the files, the excellent files maintained at the Repub- 
lican National Committee on tracking of candidates. The second was 
our own research operation under Mort Allen, the news summary, we 
would get about 30 newspapers and magazines; everything on those 
candidates would go in those files. You read that. The third would be 
conversations I had on a regular basis with political reporters. 

Mr. Thompson. Would you read the first paragraph of that memo- 
randum dated April 19, 1971, for the President? 

Mr. Buchanan. Entitled “Resurrection of Hubert Humphrey.” It 
reads : 

One emerges from a perusal of our ‘'Humphrey file” with a grudging regard 
for old Hubert. Since November, with but a few notable exceptions, the ex-Veep 
has conducted himself remarkably well. He receives an excellent price. He has 
maximized his assets, and minimized his deficiencies. The result is that today, 
unlike six months ago, the man is a serious contender for the Democratic 
nomination. 

And it moves on from there to analyze, how we analyzed, how Sena- 
tor Humphrey made a rather, what we felt was a remarkable come- 
back and had made himself a credible candidate for the Democratic 
nomination in a period of time wherein no one felt that he would have 
had another opportunity. 

Mr. Thompson. You were asked to address yourself to broader is- 
sues respecting the propriety of certain things and I believe multi- 
plicity, this in historical context, and to preface my next question. I 
would like to read certain passages from “Lyndon B. Johnson: The 
Exercise of Power,” written by Evans and Novak, and ask you to 
evaluate this in terms of your own political experience. It says: 

Behind the slapdash, jerry-built campaign structure, one element of strategy 
was devised in comparatively orderly — and extremely secretive — fashion. It was 
what was known as the anti-campaign. 

Not often did all these members of the anti-campaign meet at the same time. 

About the J ohnson campaign — 

They came and went, and Feldman and Sharon were first among equals. The 
job was easily defined : embarrass the Republicans, get under Barry Goldwater’s 
skin, thereby achieving Johnson’s overall goal of winning by the biggest possible 
margin. 

For example, it was learned early in the campaign that half a dozen small 
liberal church journals, one of them published by the Protestant theologian, 
Reinhold Niebuhr, had scathingly editorialized against Barry Goldwater as a 
man not to be entrusted with the Presidency. 

Just a couple of more paragraphs. 

Normally these editorials would not have found their way to congregations 
across the country until months after publication. The anti-campaign opera- 
tion, duplicated them by the hundreds and saw that they got appropriate church 
groups throughout the nation in a matter of days. 

Another project was more typically in the realm of black politics. If Gold- 
water were to speak somewhere at six o’clock, one local anti-Goldwater speaker — 
usually a Democrat but sometimes a Republican — would be scheduled at four 
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o'clock and then another man at eight o’clock. Thus GoUlwater would be brack- 
eted by the opposition. An impression of feverish anti-Goldwater activity would 
be given on the very day of his appearance. 

Now, the point here : 

Another anticampaign ploy was to make generous use of the letters columns 
of local newspapers. The anti-campaign group would ask a Republican business- 
man known to be backing Johnson to write an anti-Goldwater letter to the 
editor of his local newspaper on a day calculated to get the letter published just 
as the Goldwater caravan swept into town. Or, just before Goldwater’s arrival, 
a local democratic official would be told to plant a letter in the newspaper pub- 
licizing Gold water's position on a major issue if, as so often was the case, the 
Goldwater position was anathema to the majority of voters in that city. 

This clandestine operation was Johnson’s campaign pet and he was kept 
closely informed of everything the group did. 

First of all, is this what we are talking about in regard to the 
letter- writing system? How do you evaluate its propriety in Ameri- 
can politics ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, we had established within the — we did struc- 
ture the thing within the Republican National Committee a letter-writ- 
ing campaign in 1969. The purpose of it was to make efficacious use 
of political volunteers with computers and the like, licking envelopes 
and things like that. There are not much more of those assignments. 
More worthwhile would be a letter to the editor operation and what 
you do is draft sample letters and you send out letters that are pub- 
lished to show your volunteers in various States how to write a short 
sharp letter. You recommend they write to their local newspaper and 
then you begin to send them fact sheets and other information on 
issues that you want — if in favor of welfare reform or in favor of 
revenue sharing, something like that — send them short fact sheets and 
you have to rely on the individual in the State to do his own job and 
then they would send back to you Xeroxes, say, of letters that had 
been published. I think it is an effective use of volunteers and we had 
a structure like this set Tip at the Republican National Committee 
which, I believe, was transferred to the Committee To Re-Elect the 
President in 1972. 

I think the group that you are referring to could have been Meyer 
Feldman’s five o’clock club in Johnson’s administration, the counter- 
part of which would have been our “9 :15 group” in the White House 
which was known as the — enshrined by John Osborne and Jules Witt 
cover as the attack group, which is the phrase of Chairman Ervin, 
was not a minor organization. We had similar organizations like that. 

Mr. Thompson. It is your opinion, then, that as long as the peo- 
ple who sent these letters out ascribed to the viewpoint espoused, those 
were proper campaign practices? 

Mr. Buchanan. I believe so, right. If the signatures are not forged, 
if the people agree with the point of view, the drafting of a letter for 
them is no more unethical, I think, than the ghosting of a speech. 

Mr. Thompson. Thank you, sir. 

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. You say that they contemplated using the Attor- 
ney General or somebody in the Department of Justice to scrutinize 
the press releases ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. Well, to be candid, it was this memoran- 
dum I believe I sent on March 14, recommending that the Attorney 
General clear all campaign copy. At that point in time, it was my un- 



3939 


derstanding or our expectation that the Attorney General would be, 
by the time these campaign materials were prepared, the campaign 
chairman. 

Senator Ervin. So the Attorney General, while drawing a salary 
from the Federal Government and ostensibly discharging the duties 
of Attorney General, was censoring and passing on campaign releases? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir; that would not be accurate. The attack or- 
ganization strategy, the memorandum that I drafted was for the fall 
campaign, which would begin after the Republican Convention in 
August. By that time, it would be our expectation that the Attorney 
General would no longer be Attorney General, but would be our cam- 
paign chairman. 

Senator Ervin. But you did not hold back the press releases until 
he actually retired and became campaign manager did you ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not believe we ran any national media ads, 
which I was referring to, during the time that Mr. Mitchell was At- 
torney General. The national media campaign, all of which was to be 
cleared, was post- August, I think. 

Senator Ervin. I thought you were talking about press releases. I 
make a distinction between a national advertisement and a press re- 
lease. 

Mr. Buchanan. I would make the same distinction, Mr. Chairman. 
If you have a review function by the Attorney General, I would — al- 
though I do not know that I stated it — generally restrict it to major 
stuff. If you have a small, minor, fairly insignificant release, I think 
that can be done down the line. But anything like those ads in 1970, 
for example, which were controversial and counterproductive, was de- 
signed to make sure the campaign chairman or someone in author- 
ity — one person cleared all the materials before the public. 

Senator Ervin. It does strike me, as a strict constructionist, that it 
is rather peculiar to have an Attorney General pass upon the wisdom 
of issuing press releases while he is still in that office. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, I am not a lawyer, but there is a precedent 
for that in Attorney General Robert Kennedy. 

Senator Ervin. Yes, that is one reason I have been advocating di- 
vorcing the entire Department of Justice and the Attorney General 
from political matters. I would think that — incidentally, I might state 
that when the committee passed on the nomination of Mr. Mitchell, 
Mr. Mitchell said he agreed with me on that point. That is twice he has 
agreed with me, once on my executive privilege and once on stopping 
the Attorney General from being a political adviser to the President. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, far be it from me to disagree with both you 
and Mr. Mitchell, Senator, but in his book on the Presidency, Clinton 
Rossiter indicates that the President of the United States himself, one 
of his duties and roles is that of political leader of his party. It seems 
to me that political duties are really inseparable from the function of 
the Office of the Presidency. 

On legislation and the like, where I would make recommendation to 
the President or he would ask me my view on that, invariably, the 
political impact of the decision would go in there. There is sort of a — 
between issues and politics — there is a sort of symbiosis, and I do not 
know that you can really draw a hard and fast line as to what is and 
what is not political. It is a difficult thing to do. 
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Senator Ervin. Yes, it is. We have tried to draw it in the case of the 
FBI and the CIA. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. It has always seemed to me somewhat incongruous 
to unite the functions of being a campaign manager and censor of 
campaign materials with the Office of Attorney General. I think the 
Attorney General ought to — but that is something you and I are not 
responsible for. I would just make this observation, as I frequently 
have. The fact that Bobby Kennedy may have done this did not justify 
Attorney General John Mitchell doing it. 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir ; tu quo que is the weakest of all arguments. 

Senator Ervin. Now, you say that the President issued instructions 
not to talk about the problems of Senator Eagleton ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. I was in his office the day the report came 
in and I recall the President said, “Send out orders I want everybody 
who is out on the road, surrogates, everyone, informed that they are 
not to discuss this matter in public.” 

Senator Ervin. Now, you made the memorandums to the President 
in your function as director of strategy about what should be done in 
the campaign ; did you ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I have been doing political memorandums of this 
kind for the President for almost 8 years, Senator, and some of these 
memorandums were done before I had the function and some of them 
were done subsequent to the function. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. Well, the President was not altogether above 
the battle during the campaign of 1972, was he? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, my memorandum would go in. The disposi- 
tion or the decision as to what the final strategy would be, as I have 
indicated, would be made very often without my knowledge as to 
whether my strategy or my recommendations w y ere accepted. 

Senator Ervin. Did you make recommendations to Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir; I think most of the strategy memorandums 
after mid-1971 were addressed to the Attorney General and to Mr. 
Haldeman. I would be fairly confident that the President would have 
seen some of them, but that would be something that Mr. Haldeman 
would have to testify to. 

Senator Ervin. I have been a little troubled by the proposition that 
the President stood above the battle in 1972 because I think, having 
been a candidate for a number of offices, I have never seen a candidate 
who was not interested in what was going on in his campaign. 

Mr. Buchanan. There is no doubt about it. The President was inter- 
ested in what happened in his campaign, but you can campaign fairly 
effectively by being President of the United States, as the returns of 
the Presidential campaign of 1972 would indicate. 

Senator Ervin. But he was interested and did issue directives from 
time to time, did he not ? 

Mr. Buchanan. From my conversations with him, I would say he 
indicated a mild interest in the outcome of the 1972 campaign ; yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. I was very much intrigued by your testimony, and I 
want to commend you for the frankness of your testimony that you 
advised the President that they should see that grants were channeled 
to organizations that supported the President’s philosophy. 

Mr. Buchanan. Can I clarify that, sir ? 
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Senator Ervin. Yes, sir, I would be glad for you to. 

Mr. Buchanan. If you are talking about the grants and contracts 
and things like that, that are up for bids, if there are discretionary 
funds at the disposal of the White House — in other words, the White 
House says the State Department is doing a study of a foreign policy 
problem, and it is within our discretion as to whom that contract 
should go — my recommendations would invariably be that we give the 
contract to those particular public policy institutes which were suppor- 
tive of our point of view and philosophy. 

Senator Ervin. And you favor that, even in cases that the other party 
or applicant was better qualified, as long as the matter was discre- 
tionary with the President ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, I certainly would not recommend that he. 
grant to totally unqualified and incompetent individuals; but if it is 
six of one and half a dozen of the other, I would favor our side. 

Senator Ervin. Suppose it was seven of one and five of the other ? 

Mr. Buchanan. We are getting close, Senator. I think if it were 
eight to four, we might go the other way. 

Senator Ervin. I would judge from your testimony that, if some- 
thing had to be submitted to the lowest bidder, the lowest bidder should 
get it, but if it is anything that is discretionary, the ones favored 
should be the ones whose political philosophy and activities harmo- 
nized with those of the President; otherwise, they would be disqual- 
ified or should be ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, here is the thing: Let me give you an example, 
in the Brookings Institution. I am sure if you asked them to do a 
study — this is purely hypothetical — on some disarmament problem 
and they had the capability to do it, and some other public policy in- 
stitute also had the capability to make the study effectively, I am sure 
both of them would do the best they could. They both would do ob- 
jective research. But in my view, if we have discretionary funds and 
it is within our decision, we ought to support our own decisions which 
support our philosophy and our point of view and our values, that is 
right. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I suppose that is a practical application of the 
“if you scratch my back, I will scratch yours” philosophy. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, it is not uncommon in American politics. 
It is not unethical or wrong, I believe, either, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. One reason I am a Democrat is because Andrew 
Jackson said the Government should emulate the example of heaven’s 
rain and shed its benefits equally on all people. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, I believe President Jackson was the father 
of the spoils system. 

Senator Ervin. Yes, but he ran things pretty well under the spoils 
system. [Laughter.] 

Well, I realize that in all probability, politicians of both parties 
have yielded to that principle. But it is rather disconcerting to have 
it asserted here as official policy for the campaign to take the taxpayers’ 
money and turn it over in the form of grants or compensation to people 
on the basis of the fact that they share the President’s philosophy 
rather than let it go on the basis of merit. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, Senator, as I have stated, my recommenda- 
tions would be as they were. But the recommendations of Buchanan 
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are not necessarily coterminus with administration policy. I do not 
know that this has been followed at all. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I will have to say 1 admire the Buchanan 
recommendations. They are very forthright. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. I do not fully approve of all of them, however. 
[Laughter.] 

I think you have a sense of humor and I am glad I have one, be- 
cause I do not know how you would get over the rough spots of life 
without one. I am like you ; I do not object to some humorous things 
being done in a political campaign. But I infer from the testimony 
that you gave this morning that if it is true, as has been charged, that 
some persons in Florida forged, made a forgery on what purported 
to be the letterhead of Senator Muskie and disseminated it, broadcast 
it, making salacious attacks upon Senators Jackson and Humphrey 
for the purpose of discrediting them, that is beyond the pale. 

Mr. Buchanan. That crosses the line, Senator. My own view is that 
there are four gradations. There are things that are certainly utterly 
outrageous and I would put that in with the kind of demonstrations 
against Vice President Humphrey in 1968 which denied him an op- 
portunity to speak for almost a month. Then, there is dirty tricks, then 
there is political hardball, then there is pranks. I think you will al- 
most have to leave it to the individual and his own sense of ethics 
as to what is permissible. There is no question but what the line was 
probably breached in both campaigns in 1972 and perhaps previous 
ones. 

Senator Ervin. Sometimes, that is left to people’s determination 
that have no ethics and we have very unethical things happen. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir ; that is very true. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Baker. 

Senator Baker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

This is really a fascinating line of inquiry, Mr. Buchanan, and you 
are a fascinating witness in that you not only have clear perception 
of your role in the political realm of the United States, but the verbal 
agility to express them most clearly and forthrightly. It is an oppor- 
tunity for us to examine some areas of this inquiry that we really have 
not had a chance to touch before. I do greatly admire your description 
of the gradations of political activity. I think I want to pursue that 
just for a moment a little later. Let me make one or two inquiries of 
you first. 

The question of whether or not the President was above the cam- 
paign in 1972 or was engaged to a significant degree in the campaign 
in 1972 and what the quality of the Presidential role is in a campaign, 
is one that concerns me greatly. For instance, I am concerned as much 
for how active a President is, as how disengaged he may be from a 
campaign. I happen to think that the President is necessarily a poli- 
tician, and I think the tighter his control of the political process is, 
the better off we all may be. So I have no quarrel and I hope and trust 
you have no quarrel with the President conceptualized as a politician. I 
think it is inevitable and essential. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Buchanan. I would agree ; yes, sir. 
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Senator Baker. The second point I think you have touched, that has 
major significance for us, is not completely spelled out in the man- 
date of S. Res. 60 which created this committee, but I think it is 
clearly implied in the scope and jurisdiction of our inquiry. That is, 
what is the role of the favored, tax-free foundation in public life? I 
am not going to prolong and extend the conversation and colloquy 
that you and the chairman had about the awarding of discretionary 
grants of contracts. I think I understand what you mean and I think 
it means, all other things being equal, we are going to give it to our- 
selves instead of theirs. 

Mr. Buchanan. Precisely. 

Senator Baker. If all other things aren’t equal, we may think about 
it a little more. 

Mr. Buchanan. That is right. 

Senator Baker. But there is another question in that, and I am 
deeply disturbed about the role of foundations in any event, because 
of their tax-free situation, they are able to amass huge sums of money 
and control huge blocks, huge amounts of capital in this country and 
I think this committee ought to look into what is the appropriate 
role, if any, in the formulations by foundations of public policy, pub- 
lic attitudes, and political undertakings. That is just as fuzzy and in- 
distinct as your gradations of political activity. But I suggest that 
that may be an inquiry that we need to approach, and I hope that we 
shall. 

Would you agree that that is a significant part of the political pic- 
ture of this country ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do. My conception that there seems to be an im- 
balance in the political process when I don’t believe there are any 
major foundations that have more than $1 billion in assets, or at one 
point they didn’t, with the sole exception of the Ford Foundation, 
which has $43 billion in assets, generating an income of probably $180 
to $200 million. And these funds, of course, have been used for quasi- 
political operations. They have been used for public policy institutes 
like the Brookings Institution, various funds on the west coast, the 
Institution for Policy Studies, and by and large, the institutions they 
fund. The quasi-social action movements they fund are on one side of 
the political spectrum, which I think, given the enormous power and 
wealth of the Ford Foundation, they can tend to tilt the balance in 
the other direction. 

Frankly, if we, the conservatives, had a foundation such as the 
Ford Foundation with similarly funded public policy and study in- 
stitutes and the like, I would not complain. The situation is analogous 
to that, in my view, of the networks, where a particular philosophy 
and point of view of a small group of men has tended to dominate these 
media conglomerates and, really, to control the flow of news and in- 
formation to the American people. To me, that- is not a satisfactory 
situation and it is a matter that ought to be raised in the political 
forum. I have recommended since 1970 that we do so. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Buchanan, I have neither the time nor the in- 
clination at this point to try to fill in the blanks in those three broad 
categories that I have tried to describe, that is, the role of nonprofit 
foundations in the formulation of public policy or public attitudes," 
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keeping in mind that foundations, by reason of their tax-exempt 
status, are, in effect, subsidized by the Federal Government. They are 
subsidized to the extent that they are free of taxation which must be 
borne by other individuals and not borne by that foundation. 

Mr. Buchanan. Precisely. 

Senator Baker. And second, the question of where do you draw the 
line on political activity ; and third, to what extent should the Pres- 
ident be involved. 

I vet me focus in on just one of those three, though, for the remain- 
ing minutes I have in this series of the inquiry. That is, what is ap- 
propriate and what is not appropriate as political activity ? I suppose 
that is such a subject — I have inquiry that we will ever establish it 
satisfactorily, but we have to try. We have to establish some sort of 
guidelines if we fulfill the charge of our jurisdiction as a committee. 

But precedent is good. Precedent gives us at least some insight into 
what has gone on before. I have a copy of the Democratic Campaign 
Manual that was delivered to me this morning, which I have had a 
chance to peruse briefly. Are you familiar with that manual? 

Mr. Buchanan. If it is Mr. O’Brien’s manual, I have read seg- 
ments of it. I am not totally familiar with it ; yes, sir. 

Senator Baker. Neither am I. I have only had a chance to scan it 
briefly. It was given to me, I believe, by Mr. Khachigian, who works in 
your office. 

Mr. Buchanan. He is our researcher. 

Senator Baker. I would like to call your attention to two or three 
sections of it and see if you have some personal knowledge of it. Some 
mention was made of letter-rewriting campaigns in your campaign 
and things of that sort, I notice in the section entitled “Women,” 
which I didn’t think was permissible anymore, but in the section en- 
titled “Women,” it reads on page 4, it says : 

Stay at home volunteers can use their brains and typewriters to promote the 
candidate through public letter columns in the local papers. These are read from 
cover to cover in many homes. Letters should be brief and concentrate on one 
point. Such letters can serve to set the record straight when mistakes have been 
made ; to call attention to the candidates’ programs. 

And so forth. 

There is another section under the section, “Newspapers,” on page 11 
of that subsection, which says : 

The letters to the editor pages have a high readership. Most newspapers which 
oppose you editorially will print your side of the story in the form of a letter. 
Make such letter short and to the point. Don’t spend your time abusing the paper 
or the editor. Use the space you will get to state your argument and be positive 
whenever possible. 

It seems to me in this Democratic manual, they are suggesting, in 
effect, a program for writing letters to the editor and mass letters to 
groups. 

Is this, in your experience, a form of political activity that has been 
practiced ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It certainly is, Senator. My familiarity with that 
is partly due to the fact that I used to be an editorial writer and we 
ourselves would edit letters to the editor. Our surveys indicated in 
a number of cases that the letters-to-the-editor column had a higher 
readership than our own editorials. It is a useful device for the writer 
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to present his views in a political campaign. It is a fairly useful activ- 
ity. 

Senator Baker. There is another reference also under the Women’s 
section that says, “Talkers.” I am sure Larry O’Brien did not pick 
that. 

Mr. Boon a nan. They used the term “Women” before their 1972 
convention, I imagine. That would be copersons in there now, Senator. 

Senator Baker. Copersons would be better. 

However, it is not my function to advise on the editorial comment. 

It says : 

“Call in” and “open mike” radio and TV shows offer a good opportunity for 
putting across the candidate’s views and records — at no cost. Organize teams 
to call in to these shows to speak up on the issues of the campaign. They must be 
well informed, persuasive, polite, and natural. 

That, I take it, is a standard, more or less accepted campaign prac- 
tice in the United States. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes. 

Senator Baker. We get to a few others, however, that come to my 
particular attention. On page 8 of “Research,” it says: “Arrange 
for some of your staff members to have their names placed on the 
opponent’s mailing list” et cetera. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

That is what Mr. Dash was referring to. That is what we were doing 
when we said the Democrats had set up some group called 72 which 
cost $72 to join. Some of our people would send in $72 in order to get 
some of the literature sent out by those organizations. 

Senator Baker. “Candidate expenses” under “Budgeting.” 

The candidate’s first consideration must be paying for permanent expenses : 
meals, hotel rooms, telephone calls, et cetera. He pays for them out of his own 
pocket., have the treasurer arrange to pay out of a special fund or the general 
fund, or allow for a contributor to pick up certain bills. Most of the candidate’s 
personal expenses will be incurred in traveling, but there are many shortcuts to 
limiting on-the-road spending. Contributors can be persuaded to lend the candi- 
date their telephone, hotel, or gasoline credit cards. 

Mr. Buchanan. I don’t have any knowledge, or much knowledge 
of the financial end of it, but I guess that would come under the terms 
of a campaign contribution. I don’t know how something like that 
would be handled. 

Senator Baker. Or how it would be reported. 

Mr. Buchanan. How it would be reported, right. 

Senator Baker. It might be reported under the “in kind” section of 
the Federal Reporting Act. There is a section that deals with that, 
but if it is in fact a service or a facility and of the amounts to a 
certain amount under the Federal statute, it has to be reported. 

Another section of budgeting, on page 4 , it states : 

Some of the finest campaign stationery, for example, is designed and supplied 
by the printer or shop favoring the candidate. Buying at wholesale, sympathetic 
merchants are often happy to provide supplies as their contribution to the 
campaign. 

Which I take it as well would be something that should be con- 
sidered 

Mr. Buchanan. It would have to be reported. 

Senator Baker [continuing] . Should be considered in terms of the 
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general campaign fund. Here is one that particularly caught my 
attention also under fund raising on page 8. It says : 

If the hotel is running the bar at the social hour, see if you can get a 
percentage of the gross. Normally, 10 to 20 percent. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. O’Brien goes into some detail. 

Senator Ervin. I was just going to inquire whether under the regu- 
lations, the gross was the beverage or the receipts for the beverage. 

Senator Baker. I was going to inquire whether it was in kind or in 
currency. 

I think that covers it. But the point I am reaching for, Mr. Bu- 
chanan is, that this committee’s function is to try to undertake to 
identify those things that are illegal, unethical, immoral, or undesir- 
able. To do that, we have to establish some understanding of the 
range of political activities of the United States. 

Now, I am not alleging by reference to the Democratic campaign 
manual that these things are illegal. I am not alleging that they are 
necessarily improper. But I do ask you whether or not, in your knowl- 
edge as a practicing politician and a Federal official, they fall gen 
erally in the purview and scope of what is done in campaigns by both 
parties — that is, letter writing, such as letters to the editor, such as 
getting your name on the other fellow’s mailing list, such as trying 
to get stationery supplies and equipment donated to you and things 
of that sort ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, in terms of — first, my knowledge would only 
deal with getting on the mailing list and getting information in a 
legitimate fashion. I think everything you stated up there seems to 
me to be routine, although I have no specific knowledge, for example, 
when we travel with the candidate or with the President in areas — to 
me, I don’t know how advance men work to set up rooms, who pays 
for what, things like that. We just go in and out. 

I tell you, that might be an education if you get a couple of first-rate 
advance men up here to tell you how they put these things together. 

Senator Baker. We may have to do that. 

Mr. Buchanan. I am very, very limited in that area. I have no 
knowledge of how they do it. 

Senator Baker. Let me ask you one final, concluding line of ques- 
tions in the few minutes I have remaining. You were questioned rather 
extensively on the political activity in your office and by you in moni- 
toring the campaign of Senator Muskie or Senator McGovern or Sena- 
tor Humphrey and the like. 

Do you know of your own knowledge, or can you tell us whether or 
not such political monitoring activity — that is, keeping account of the 
political health and prospects of potential adversaries, in a Presiden- 
tial campaign is the general practice and is always done, or has been as 
far as you know ? 

Mr. Buchanan. As far as I know, it has, and the Republican Na- 
tional Committee, of course, under Senator Dole was a very effective 
organization and their research there was some of the best I have ever 
seen. But to my knowledge, there has always been a sort of tracking of 
the opposition. 

I have read books where it was said that President Kennedy had his 
eye on Senator Goldwater and was watching the progress of his can- 
didacy. I am sure Larry O’Brien. Mr. O’Brien when he was in the 
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White House, might have had something to do with political activity 
there. So, I think these sort of things are really, in my judgment, rou- 
tine, As I suggested to the chairman 

Senator Baker. Mr. Buchanan, do you think they are desirable? I 
happen to think they are. 

Mr. Buchanan. I believe they arc. I believe they are. 

Certainly, if a President ; let us say a President has a program and 
policy he wants to have carried out in foreign policy that is going to 
take over 8 years, he has to be reelected to do that and he should have 
someone on his staff who understands these matters and can research 
these matters and can counsel and advise him on how best to be re- 
elected without which reelection there cannot be any continuation of 
policy. 

Senator Baker. I will conclude this time segment by relating quickly 
a story they tell on former Speaker Sam Rayburn who was hearing 
a glowing account of a distinguished Vice President of philosophers, 
theorists, doctors of this, that or the other, professional men who had 
gathered around a duly-elected President. After this long account had 
been given by the newly elected Vice President, he asked, ‘“What do 
you think, Mr. Sam?” He said, “I think I would feel better if one of 
them would run for sheriff.” 

I frankly and honestly confess that I think politics is essential to 
the functioning of a self-governing system and I do not think you can 
separate the President from politics and I do not think you should 
and I hope you would agree with that. 

Mr. Buchanan. I concur with you, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Talmadge. 

Senator Talmadge. Mr. Buchanan, I believe you testified this morn- 
ing that part of your duties and responsibilities at the White House 
was to provide a news analysis to the President and brief him prior 
to press conferences ; is that accurate ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That would — the President’s daily news summary 
is something which I do not prepare but which is in my jurisdiction. 
It is prepared for the President and placed upon his desk every morn- 
ing and prepared by a staff headed by Mort Allen. It is in my juris- 
diction and I am generally responsible for it, but I do not make a 
significant contribution to its preparation. I did during the campaign 
of 1972, which I will mention in a minute. 

With regard to press conferences, I am the desk man, if you will, 
for all the research and material from the National Security Council, 
from the Domestic Council, from the various shops in the White House 
and the agencies, the briefing materials which come to me which are 
cut, digested, and then presented to the President in his briefing books 
for his press conferences. I have been doing that for 6 or 7 years. 

Now, with regard to the campaign of 1972, Senator, there was an 
aspect of that, a news summary where I did make a contribution. I 
would come in in the morning at 6 :30 or so and we would go through 
the seven or eight Eastern papers and the Chicago Tribune, if it were 
available, and through the news summary would do a complete politi- 
cal analysis to put on top of the news summary which would go on the 
President’s desk and we did it from September through the election. 

Senator Talmadge. Immediately after the break-in of the Water- 
gate you were aware many of the newspapers had speculative stories 
and articles about various people in the White House and in the Com- 
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mittee To Re-Elect the President being involved in the coverup. Were 
any of those newsstories withheld from the President ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir, they were not. As a matter of fact, given the 
fact that we would not include in the President’s news summaries news 
items like, say, a natural disaster abroad and news items that are not 
of specific interest to the President, it would probably be a higher 
percentage of copy within the President’s news summary devoted to 
an issue like Watergate than there would in your average newspaper. 

Senator Talmadge. Mr. Buchanan, I send by a member of the staff 
a memorandum prepared by you, Patrick Buchanan, dated March 3, 

1970, on White House stationery — Xerox copy including your signa- 
ture, and I will ask you to please identify it. 

Mr. Buchanan. Is this one I have seen ? 

Senator Talmadge. One you testified about this morning. I want 
your identification for the purpose of inserting it in the record. 

Mr. Lenzner. It is tab 4 [exhibit No. 164] . 

Mr. Buchanan. This is one that I have not — as I said, this is one of 
the ones I was not shown the other night. 

Senator Talmadge. It is the one you testified about this morning. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. They asked various facets of me and I testi- 
fied — 

Senator Talmadge. Will you take your time and testify about it and 
see if it is a true, accurate Xerox copy with your signature affixed 
thereon ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It appears to be, yes, sir. This is the March 3, 1970. 
memorandum, and it appears to be my memorandum, yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. I thank the Chair, and I believe the chief coun- 
sel says all these memorandums will be inserted in the record. 

Mr. Buchanan, I ask you please to turn to page 5 of that document 
and follow" with me the following language beginning with para- 
graph 1: 

One of my primary concerns about this — 

And we are referring to foundations and your recommendations to 
the President — 

is that it required a strong fellow running the Internal Revenue Division and 
an especially friendly fellow with a friendly staff in the tax-exempt office. I am 
not sure we have this right now. 

You may or may not recall that Randolph Thrower, a constituent of 
mine — — 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. A fine lawyer, fine gentleman, outstanding Re- 
publican, w y as then collector of internal revenue. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. He held that office from April 1969 to June 

1971. Did Mr. Thrower leave his office under pressure ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Not to my knowledge, Senator Talmadge. I just 
could not answer that. It is true that Mr. Thrower was in the Internal 
Revenue but I believe, as I have stated, my understanding of the 
situation was that w 7 e had done an unsuccessful, and quite candidly 
a very bad job, of taking effective control of the agency as w y as within 
our rights by appointing our own schedule C’s to those available posi- 
tions which we had open to us. 
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Second, it was our belief, justified or not, that within the Tax- 
Exempt Division there was basically a hostility to our point of view, 
and for us to set up, say, a MacArthur F oundation or a J ohn Adams 
Foundation as we talked about it, and to have that set up and say we 
left office in 1972 and have politically inspired individual removed, its 
tax exemption would be a problem. 

Senator Talmadge. I thought Mr. Thrower was supposed to be a 
friendly man. He was appointed by the President. 

Mr. Buchanan. Sir, this is not just the head of the Internal Revenue 
Division. There is an office within it, I believe. 

Senator Talmadge. Did he not run it, did he not head it ? 

Mr. Buchanan. He headed the entire agency but as I say, Senator, 
our view was that we did not, we were not staffed in depth at the 
Internal Revenue, IRS. 

Senator Talmadge. Please follow with me further on the same 
page. Paragraph 5 : 

Some of the essential objectives of the institution — 

And this is the proposed foundation that you propose to establish, 

would have to be blurred, even buried in all sorts of other activities that would 
be the bulk of its work, that would employ many people, and that would provide 
the cover for the more important efforts. 

Are you not recommending the same thing to be set up that you are 
complaining about in other sections of your memorandum ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, Senator, there is indeed a gray area in the 
thing in terms of political activity. One of my recommendations, quite 
candidly, was that within this foundation we would set up a group ; 
a lawyer about 35 years old and with some young law clerks who would 
gage the qualifications of Federal judges across the country in terms 
of both their qualifications and philosophy, and these type of things. 
Quite candidly, if another administration came in they would say 
that is- political activity and we will take away its tax exemption and 
so my recommendation was, basically would be, that this would not be 
a highly publicized thing within this institution ; that is correct. 

Senator Talmadge. Let us read further now. The next paragraph : 

Every menial task of Government possible would be sent over to the founda- 
tion to carry out at cost-plus-10. 

Mr. Buchanan. That is right. 

Senator Talmadge. What do you mean by that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, that would be instead of sending these as- 
signments over to the Brookings Institution and have them do it at 
cost-plus-10, we would send them to our new institution. This is only 
a discretionary contract, Senator. This would not be 

Senator Talmadge. Go ahead, are you finished ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No. This would be — we have not an available in- 
stitution, conservatives do not today, to do the kind of work that 
that the Brookings Institution does. I am sure the Brookings Insti- 
tution, cost-plus-10 simply means that the Brookings Institution — 
or, I am not sure a slight margin on what they do in terms of assign- 
ments, and we would simply — what this says is we would shift these 
assignments over to the new institution if we set it up. 

Senator Talmadge. I want to make myself perfectly clear. As a 
member of the Finance Committee and as a member of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation, I have worked as hard as I 
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know how to keep that service out of politics, out of anyone’s politics, 
Democratic politics and Republican politics alike. I am thoroughly 
aware, as you are, that some of these foundations have intruded into 
the political arena when they should not have. We have tried to cor- 
rect it in legislation. I have even tried to go further, I have inserted 
in tax bills provisions to get them out of the arena of voter registra- 
tion. But I lost that battle on the Senate floor. It seems to me that 
what you are proposing here is to try to get unfriendly foundations out 
of the political arena and get friendly foundations in. 

Mr. Buchanan. No. 

Senator Talmadge. Is that what you are seeking to do ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, what I am seeking to do is — would be to estab- 
lish — first off, it is my belief, as expressed in this memorandum, there 
is a bias that had already existed within the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice. In my judgment, I do not recommend, incidentally, that you take 
away the tax exemption of the Brookings Institution. I do not believe 
in politics. 

Senator Talmadge. If they get involved in politics, I think their tax 
exemption should be denied because they violate the law. 

Mr. Buchanan. I agree 100 percent but I do not think the Brook- 
ings Institution engages in politics. It engages in studies which are 
used. I think that law should be very tight. But, we should have in- 
stitutions similar to that in my judgment, and secondarily, what you 
see here is a reflection of my view that there was a political bias that 
existed against conservative institutions, whereby the IRS would 
look at them a good deal harder than they look at others. 

Senator Talmadge. How’ were you going to determine what is 
political and what is not if you get into the area of thought control ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, if you are referring to 

Senator Talmadge. I do not see how you can outlaw liberal foun- 
dations. 

Mr. Buchanan. You cannot, Senator. 

Senator Talmadge. And say they must be conservative to get the 
tax exemption. The only yardstick you can have, as I see it, is whether 
or not they engage in politics and if they are engaged in politics, 
Democratic, Republican, Liberal, Conservative, or Reactionary they 
ought to be put out of business. 

Mr. Buchanan. Not put out of business, have their tax exemption 
taken away. 

Senator Talmadge. Exactly, that is what I mean. 

Mr. Buchanan. I would concur with that but even though I am 
critical of the Brookings Institution as biased in the other direction, 
I agree with the use of tax exemption for institutions which study 
public issues even if they are liberal or conservative as long as they 
are studying public issues. But if they are engaged in voter registra- 
tion, if they are demonstrating up on the Hill for legislation, if they 
are lobbying, if they are taking out ads to influence the votes of Con- 
gressmen one way or the other, I would concur. But as long as it is 
educational, Senator, even if it is liberal, I have got no objections to 
its tax exemption. 

Senator Talmadge. You and I are in thorough accord on that. The 
only difference I can see is the one distinction. You are opposed to 
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unfriendly foundations and favor friendly foundations. Is that an 
accurate statement ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think that would be a fair statement; that I am 
opposed to unfriendly, in favor of friendly, but I would not recom- 
mend, I do not believe, removing the tax exemption from a foundation 
which was strictly engaged in studying issues even if it were a liberal 
foundation. 

Senator Talmadge. All right, let us go one step further in your 
memorandum. On page 4, paragraph 3. Page 4 of your memorandum, 
paragraph 3, the second sentence : 

Anti- Administration foundations should be cut off without a dime. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, there is a differentiation between giving 
antiadministration foundations our money and leaving them with 
their tax exemption. I believe that we ought not to fund liberal tax- 
exempt foundations. There is no inconsistency in that position, with 
the statement that they also ought to be allowed to keep their tax 
exemption. I do not think we ought to fund them, simply. 

Senator Talmadge. Are you not talking about tax money belonging 
to over 200 million American people ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, here is the thing. You are talking about it 
two ways. You are talking about it as if we in the White House are 
giving tax exempt — I am sorry, I mean tax funds to a foundation. 
They get a death tax exemption and they get a tax exemption as well. 
My only recommendation would be to cut off the first. 

Senator Talmadge. You use the phrase “our money.” You really 
are talking about the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Buchanan. Taxpayers’ money. 

Senator Talmadge. Let me make this suggestion to you. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. If you have some recommendations for improve- 
ment of foundations to get them out of the political arena, you get the 
President to send up an appropriate message and you will have my 
support. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you very much, Senator. It will be appre- 
ciated, I can tell you. 

Senator Talmadge. I have, no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Gurney. 

Senator Gurney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think this matter of foundations has intrigued the Congress for 
a long time and I would like to pursue that a little further. As I recall 
the testimony this morning, Mr. Buchanan, you did make, I think, a 
general statement that the big foundations support liberal Democrat 
views. Is that a fair statement to make ? 

Mr. Buchanan. The biggest one. the Ford Foundation does. No. 2, 
I believe is the Rockefeller Foundation. But when you get down 
below that to Lilly and Duke and some of the others in the top 10 they 
are, some of them, Mellon, for example, are supportive of conservative 
things but conservative foundations, to be quite candid, are less ag- 
gressive than the Ford Foundation. 

Senator Gurney'. Could you give us examples of how the Ford 
Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation, give their support? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, exclusive of the Rockefeller Foundation 
which I had not studied, the Ford Foundation, for example, provides 
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funds for the Institute for Policy Studies. The Institute for Policy 
Studies holds, has held, it is my recollection, it is Baskin’s and Bar- 
nett’s outfit, they hold seminars with Congressmen, for staffers and the 
like and they deal in trying to influence Congressmen and the like to 
vote in one direction. They get very close to the line but they, in turn, 
if I am not mistaken, the Institute of Policy Studies has in turn funded 
the Quicksilver Times which was a radical— it is one of the radical, 
what they call underground newspapers which has a political point 
of view- which is sold for profit. 

Senator Gurney. Do you have any copies of that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. This is, as I say, the studies that I did, Senator, 
wore done in 1970, and I could get the background. All that material 
was in the speeches we had drafted and had set for delivery. There is, 
of course, the highly celebrated also, the fund that the Ford Founda- 
tion provided to ex-Kennedy staffers in 1968. 

Senator Gurney. Well, would you furnish a copy of the draft of the 
speech for the record ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I will take a look at the speech and I would have to 
take a look at that speech first. 

Senator Gurney'. Go on. 

Mr. Buchanan. In 1968, the Ford Foundation under Mr. Bundy 
provided sort, of severance pay for the Democratic staffers of Senator 
Edward Kennedy. In the mayor’s race in Cleveland, in 1968, I be- 
lieve, they funded a voter — Ford Foundation funded a voter regis- 
tration drive in the black area which was partially responsible for 
the defeat of Seth Taft and a victory for Mr. Stokes in that area. 
I believe the legislation now is that you can fund voter registration 
drives, but you have to do it over an area of something like five 
States. The Southern Christian Leadership Conference under Mr. 
Abernathy is the one that caught my attention. What was done there — 
they, of course, are funded by the Ford Foundation, or have been. 
They sent to me what was a strictly political literature document 
which was called in effect, “We did x, y. and s to Mr. Nixon and 
Mr. Agnew,” and at the bottom of that it said, “Send in your tax- 
exempt. contributions.” Now, this is what we raised Cain about, Mr. 
Haldeman and I. It was checked out and some of these groups like 
that group in the NSA, I believe, set up dual funds. In other words, 
if you send in your check and declare it tax exempt, they say it 
goes into educational funds. I don’t know what efforts there has 
been made to see if there is a commingling of funds or not of those 
things. These would be a few of the things that I can recollect, from 
those particular speeches. 

Senator Gurney'. These are examples of direct political activity. 

Mr. Buchanan. These were examples of direct political activity. 
But one of the questions I was making earlier was — it is just my 
judgment — that if you have a number of public policy institutions that 
are of the liberal persuasion, I agree with the tax exemption for 
these kinds of institutions even if you disagree with them. But if 
you have got a giant like the. Ford Foundation which is pouring 
tens of millions of dollars into the creation of studies which, in effect, 
argue for a particular point of view, persuasively, like you take a 
Brookings study, as soon as a study — Brookings study — is done, you 
will see it on the front page of the New York Times and the Wash- 
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ington Post precisely what they recommended, and these things are 
moved into the political bloodstream, and one of my basic conten- 
tions is that there is an imbalance in resources with regard to these 
foundations. 

Senator Gurney. Mr. Buchanan, it seems as if a copy of the Quick- 
silver Times has turned up here, so if I can have a staff member 
take it over to Mr. Buchanan — would he identify this as what he is 
talking about. Is that the publication? 

Mr. Buchanan. It appears to be. This is a — came across March 23 
to April 6, 1972, edition. Right. The information I have came out 
of an article, I believe, in the Washingtonian magazine, or I would 
have to check the source but it indicated that IPS. 

Senator Gurney. Mr. Chairman, may we have that marked as 
an exhibit and included as an exhibit? 

Mr. Buchanan. It indicated that the Institute of Policy Studies 
which was the beneficiary of F ord money 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, an exhibit has just been given the witness 
which we haven’t seen. Frequently, when I have presented exhibits and 
minority counsel has not seen it, questions have been raised about it. 
I don’t even know what that paper is. 

Senator Gurney. I wonder if a staff member would give it to 
Mr. Dash so he can look at it. It is a very interesting publication. 

Mr. Thompson. I believe Mr, Lenzner has seen that publication. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator Gurney, I do not speak with the authority 
of the administration on this issue. This is a matter of personal interest 
to me but I have always felt that legislation perhaps which would — 
the Ford Foundation is divided into four separate very powerful 
divisions, one of them is foreign, I think one of them is national affairs, 
which budget has been increased, one of them education, and the other 
is something else. If legislation were passed, say to restrict the founda- 
tion to a particular percentage of the gross national products in its 
assets, that legislation could result in the dismantling of the Ford 
Foundation’s essential power structure while leaving all the benefits 
there. In other words, you could — national affairs would be one founda- 
tion, education would be another separate foundation, this would be 
another separate foundation, and if one of those foundations deter- 
mined to move into the political arena, then perhaps that could, the 
tax exemption on that particular foundation might, be, if they wanted 
to, the tax exemption could be withdrawn but it seems to me this is 
the problem. It is the concentration of political power in all those 
resources and frankly something analogous to an antitrust situation 
with regard to the Ford Foundation, I think, would be advantageous 
to the political process. 

Senator Gurney. On page 5 of tab 4 [exhibit No. 164], in the para- 
graph marked four — it is about the middle of the page. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gurney. You mentioned, you say this: “We would be 
striking at the heart of the establishment.” What do you mean by the 
word “establishment” there. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, that would be, and it might not be, in agree- 
ment with this, but in my own view there is existent in the country in 
essence an intellectual and political establishment to which the major 
networks, the Ford Foundation, some of your major public policy 
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institutes, the dominant media on the eastern seaboard, the liberal 
wing of the Democratic Party in the Senate and others can be said 
to belong. I think, this is my view, I think there is a prevailing line 
set by these groups and they are in control of significant political 
assets and there is nothing conspiratorial or anything of that nature 
about it, but I think it is essentially the political establishment of the 
country, the dominant political establishment of the country against 
which you might set to be simplistic, Mr. Nixon and his middle Ameri- 
can constituency. 

Senator Gurney. Are you saying that in these large foundations 
you are talking about there really is an establishment that directs its 
views oriented in the liberal direction ? 

Mr. Buchanan. There is tremendous interlocking directorates. If 
you take a look at Mr. Kav sen's institute at Princeton, the Brookings 
Institution, the Ford Foundation, Harvard Center for the study of, 
Kennedy Center for the study of politics and things like that, I think, 
you will find the same individuals who move on these various board 
of directors and, I think, it is not unfair to characterize that as — and 
the term is not necessarily pejorative — as a national establishment. 

Senator Gurney. In tab 10 [exhibit No. 170] on page 7, if you would 
turn to that, there is also a meaning of the F ord Foundation. Tab 10, 
I think is the Muskie watch, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gurney. And there is an allegation in there that the Ford 
Foundation is behind Muskie’s candidacy. Could you elaborate on 
that ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Which page is it ? 

Senator Gurney. Page 7 of tab 10. 

Mr. Buchanan. I think it is; certainly some troublesome questions 
could be raised ; yes. I think it is in a question form, Senator, are they 
behind his candidacy? Investigation should be done on this score. I 
don’t have any knowledge, the evidence would be clearly circumstan- 
tial. I think Senator Muskie on several junkets that had been — or trips 
abroad that had been sponsored and funded by the Ford Foundation — 
I think Senator Muskie had been prominent on each of these or all of 
these, and I think this was available, I think, in Congressman Pat- 
man’s hearings which I read in the Congressional Becord. I think this 
is where that came from. 

Senator Gurney. You never found any direct evidence that that 
was so ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir; no, sir. These are just ideas. 

Senator Gurney. You gave us some examples of some of Mr. Tuck’s 
pranks and tricks this morning. Do you have any others; did he do 
anything in the 1972 campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No. I think he was at our convention, I believe. 
They were putting out a newspaper down there. Most of his pranks 
in 1972, I think, were directed at Senator Muskie. He did something 
at a tea in New Hampshire, I believe, but it was — I can’t recall ex- 
actly. I think after the Watergate thing frankly, anybody who was 
involved in these kinds of pranks and things was probably drawn in. 

Senator Gurney. Do you recall any further the prank in New 
Hampshire ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Of his prank ? 
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Senator Gurney. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not, Senator. 

Senator Gurney. I wonder if we have settled the issue of the Quick- 
silver Times yet, Mr. Dash. Have you had an opportunity to read it? 

Mr. Dash. Yes, but was there a question, Senator Gurney, that the 
Quicksilver Times was funded by the IPS, the Institute of Policy 
Studies, which is part of the Ford Foundation ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think, if I am not mistaken, that is in a public 
record in an article that was written on the Institute for Policy 
Studies, and I believe it was one of these small Washington magazines 
and in all this research going on, since I was familiar with the Quick- 
silver Times, I believe as a commercial venture it would seem to me 
this would be an illicit use of tax-exempt funds, and the IPS, of course, 
is Ford funded. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Rogovin, who is general counsel for the Institute of 
Policy Studies, has just contacted the committee and says it has never 
funded the Quicksilver Times, and the only money it ever- received 
from — that IPS received from Ford was $6,000 in 1964. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, as I say, this is my understanding of an 
article which I have read. It is a question of fact, and I would be happy 
to go back and find the research I did on this. 

Senator Gurney. Would you do that? 

Mr. Buchanan. I would, Senator. 

Senator Gurney. And submit that for the record. I take it the 
Quicksilver Times is in jeopardy at the moment; is that, Mr. 
Chairman 

Senator Ervin. No, Senator, I looked at the thing. It seems to be 
what you call the sort of underground hippie paper, and I am — I 
would be glad to put it in the record if you want it there, but so that 
I may not remain in a state of ignorance, I would like to know what it 
has to do with what we are investigating. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, that is correct. 

Senator Gurney. I think it has. Although today I just glanced at 
it quickly, but it talks about people coming to San Diego. This has 
something to do with the Republican National Convention when we 
were going there before we went to Miami Beach and it also says some 
unflattering things about the Republicans, so I would say this was 
one of the dirty tricks department, I don’t know who is responsible 
for it. 

Senator Ervin. Whose dirty trick ? 

Senator Gurney. That is what I just said. I don’t know who is 
responsible for it. Perhaps we had better make this part of our hear- 
ings and find out who is responsible for it. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, I really suggest that we not get into 
a quarrel over this. I have sat here day after day and had stuff put 
in the record, much of it I not only did not know about or didn’t see, 
but much of it I could find only the most tenuous connection with what 
we are investigating. I think we are pretty far down the road to start 
showing a causal connection between the allegation and source. I know 
here, for instance, that the Quicksilver Times suggests that demon- 
strations are a crucial part of the range of activities, what the political 
goals confronting the GOP are and there should be one massive legal 
demonstration past the sports arena and it gives a whole bunch of stuff. 



3956 


I don’t know who that is, but it is in fact in the mainstream of 
political activity and I suggest rather than argue about it we put it in 
the record for whatever it is Avorth. 

Senator Ervin. I will put it in the record accompanied by my state- 
ment that I can’t see what it has got to do with what Ave are investi- 
gating. 

Senator Gurnet. I agree with the chairman. 

I don’t Avant to upset the Democratic counsel so I will withdraiv that 
and perhaps Ave can identify it further on in the dirty tricks depart- 
ment. 

Senator Baker. If the Senator will yield ; since it is here, let’s put it 
in the record and Ave Avill check it later. 

Senator Gurnet. I don’t want to embarrass the Democrats. 

Senator Ervin. Wait a minute. 

It doesn’t embarrass me. I am a Democrat and I didn’t have anything 
to do Avith the Quicksilver Times or the demonstrations. [Applause.] 

Senator Gurnet. I didn’t either, Mi - . Chairman. He happened to 
mention it and there happened to be a copy back here. So, I intro- 
duced it. 

Senator Ervin. In fact, I am a good friend 

Senator Gurnet. I think Ave had better turn to gold instead of silver. 

Senator Ervin. Wait a minute. Let’s get it in the record if you Avant 
to. Put it in the record and also my statement of ignorance that I am 
ignorant about Avhy it is in the record, but let it go in there. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, put it in the record and I don’t 
know why it happened but it happens against the Republicans and 
not against the Democrats. 

Senator Ervin. Let the reporter mark it Avith the appropriate 
number. 

[The document referred to Avas marked exhibit No. 160.*] 

Senator Gurnet. I wonder if you could give us any advice, Mr. 
Buchanan, you certainly have been the most knoAvledgeable Avitness, 
I believe, Ave have ever had before the committee on the Avhole area of 
issues in the campaign, Avhat the candidates stood for, the various 
candidates, attack plans and all that sort of thing, and you arc also 
acquainted certainly with some of the other political campaigns in 
recent years, either actively participating on behalf of Mr. Nixon or I 
guess doing research. 

Could you give us any idea how this campaign of 1972 stacked up 
against other campaigns in the sort of strategy and tactics done by all 
of the candidates ? 

Was it a fairly clean campaign? Was it a very dirty campaign? 
What about it, keeping out the Watergate thing now because we are 
talking about supposedly dirty tricks department ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I just could not testify with accuracy about Avhat 
dirty tricks were played, what allegations are true, but I do have to 
concur with Theodore White’s statement that these were — these really 
had the weight of a feather in the campaign of 1972. 

I think what Avas unprecedented for us, Senator, was the fact that 
Ave Avere — that Ave controlled the Office of the Presidency, and this 
Avas the, frankly, some of the, innovations in terms of the offensive 
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strategy in media ads, the attack group which has gotten, the 9 :15 
group which has gotten a bad name, the use of surrogates, and the or- 
chestration of our political offensive, these had nothing to do with 
dirty tricks. It was one of the most effective operations and one of 
the most enjoyable operations I have been involved in. 

When we first started out with Mr. Nixon back in 1966 and traveled 
to 

Senator Gurney. May I interrupt, we are on a strict time limit here 
and I have used up my time. 

I would like to come back to that because I think it is very important 
but I will come to it again. 

Mr. Buchanan. May I make one point, Senator, in order to com- 
pare campaigns, Senator. I think what you really have to do in terms 
of strategies you would have to go back to President Johnson who 
had the power of incumbency in 1964, and compare his strategy 
and strategems and institutions with ours because the others— -the 
Democrats this time were going the primary route — in 1964 it was 
Senator Goldwater and Governor Rockefeller and the Republicans. 
So it would be a better comparison there that you would get between 
us and the Democrats. 

Senator Gurney. Thank you. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Inouye. 

Senator Inouye. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Buchanan, by your testimony and by your documents you have 
proven yourself to be a very effective and very scholarly political 
strategist, and some of the tactics you have recommended are time- 
honored practices in the American politics. 

Now, whether they should be continued will be addressed in our 
final report. 

I would appreciate your assistance in outlining appropriate limits 
of where ethics end and impropriety begins. 

Now, first, do you feel that it is ethical or proper for campaign funds 
contributed to the candidate of one party to be funnelled into the cam- 
paign of a candidate running in a primary of the opposition party ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think a direct transfer of campaign funds from 
one party to the candidate of another is currently illegal, Senator. I 
may not be sure of that; that is in the funding legislation. I do not 
think it is illegitimate, for example, if we went to, say, one of our 
large contributors, given the fact that we had considerable financial 
resources— if we went to one of our large contributors and said : “The 
best thing you could do for the President would be to contribute to his 
campaign in the Democratic primary because that is a close race and 
he doesn't have any money.” 

That, it would seem to me, is — I don't know that, it has been done in 
the past, with the idea of assisting candidates in the other party’s 
primary, is not unprecedented at all. 

Senator Inouye. Do you think it was ethical or proper to covertly 
transmit $400,000 to the primary of former Governor Brewer ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not know the law on the $400,000 contribu- 
tion, whether that was legitimate or not. I think if we had told our 
financial contributors, if you will, that Governor Brewer can win that 
election down there, it is a very close one, lie is lagging for funds and 
the best thing you could do for the President of the United States 
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in 1972 is to make a contribution of that amount to Governor Brewer’s 
campaign ; that to me would be proper and legitimate. I do not know 
the handling of the transfer of those funds whether that was it but I 
would think so. 

Senator Inouye. Mr. Buchanan, do you feel it would be ethical or 
proper to place campaign spies in the camp of the opposition and 

Mr. Buchanan. No, as John Osborne wrote, this is a common thing 
done in American politics. Now, is it ethical? I would not sit in judg- 
ment of the ethics of an individual who took that assignment. I do not 
think myself if I were asked to do it I would want to insinuate myself 
into the confidence of an individual and then betray that confidence 
for cash. It would not be something I would do but I don’t — I would 
not want to sit in the judgment of the ethics of others who volunteered 
or did those things, and I think you made yourself, Senator — go ahead, 
well 

Senator Inouye. Do you feel it would be ethical or proper to origi- 
nate or distribute campaign literature which does not identify the 
source and which is designed to embarrass the opposition candidate? 

Mr. Buchanan. I think the failure to identify, the failure to have a 
source named on the literature or sponsor is a violation of the law, I 
believe. It is a misdemanor, I believe. This is somewhat— we referred 
to in the documents released by Mr. Meany and Mr. Barkin and the 
other one that was referred to this morning. 

If you ask is it legitimate, to — let me give you an example, I would 
say yes on these grounds: Let’s say Senator McGovern was running 
against the President of the United States. He is running from a 
position on the left of the spectrum. President Nixon, in our campaign 
of 1972, we had weaknesses on the right side of the spectrum. 

Now, if Senator McGovern got, say, some conservative Democrats 
on the Hill and some conservative money raisers and they formed a 
committee which, say, was a committee for a balanced budget or some- 
thing like that, and then they criticized the President of the United 
States for having spent, say, having run deficits in excess of x, y , and s, 
that would be a political criticism of the President of the United States 
from a separate vantage point of Senator McGovern’s done by Demo- 
crats and that would be entirely legitimate even if Senator McGovern 
had knowledge of that. It doesn’t seem to me there is any requirement 
there that this has to be a consistency in every argument you make 
against a candidate. 

Senator Inouye. Do you think it would be ethical or improper or 
proper for campaign aides of one candidate to involve themselves 
in sabotage of the campaign appearances of the opposition candidate ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That would depend — let me see, the Washington 
Post uses the terminology “sabotage” for what we do and “pranks” 
for what they do. 

It would depend precisely on what is done. The examples I gave you 
on what Dick Tuck did and there is room in American politics for 
pranksters and hecklers and the like, there is room on both sides. 
These things are part of the fun of politics but they can get to the 
point where they cross the line. I think they would cross the line in 
terms of numbers. In other words, you have one Dick Tuck or two 
Dick Tucks, or three Dick Tucks, OK. But suppose you feel, you know, 
you have in every field about a hundred of them out there, the cumula- 
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tive impact of these kinds of disruptions could have such an effect as to 
deny a candidate, not merely the right to communicate with the 
American people and so foul up his operations, as really to deny him 
his legitimate right. 

So, I think you could probably cross the line in excess numbers, 
I think you could probably cross the line in the other direction in 
terms of the character of the prank and the stunt. 

Senator Inouye. Well, when Mr. Tuck put on an engineer’s cap 
and got the train to move, was that not a crime ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Impersonating an engineer? Senator, I just do not 
know. What would it be, disorderly — there are- — - 

Senator Inouye. This was interfering with the orderly schedule of 
a train in interstate commerce. 

Mr. Buchanan. In interstate commerce? It was a California train, 
I understand. It was just going up and down the California line. 

I do not think he should be prosecuted — let me say this. If every 
time the President began a speech, that train pulled out of the station 
and it was his responsibility, I think somebody ought to put a stop 
to it. [Laughter.] But I do not think that that singular act was — we 
would all be in trouble if something like that — every time something 
like that happened, an individual was prosecuted. 

Senator I nouye. Do you think it is ethical ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Doing that ? 

Senator Inouye. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not think it is unethical. I cannot speak to 
the ethics of Mr. Tuck doing that. That is his own judgment. I do not 
believe it is unethical. It does not strike me as unethical. 

Senator Inouye. Do you think it would be ethical to encourage the 
voters of one party to participate in the political caucus of the opposi- 
tion party ? 

Mr. Buchanan. The political caucus? I think that is next to im- 
possible. I think you have to be a registered — I know in the Demo- 
cratic Party, which has caucuses, I believe you have to be a registered 
Democrat to get into a caucus. But you raise a broader question. 

Senator Inouye. Or a primary. 

Mr. Buchanan. How about the primary, right. Now, there is a place 
where, on the State level, there could conceivably be reform, and that 
is crossover voting. I think the Republicans in 1968 in Wisconsin, when 
we were there — because they crossed over in droves for Senator 
McCarthy and the purpose was to inflict a defeat on President 
Johnson. President Johnson had withdrawn 2 days before. That is 
something that could conceivably be recommended. But you ought to 
know what you are doing. The crossover voters in my estimate, the 
percentage of Republicans moving into a Democratic primary or the 
percentage of Democrats moving into Republican primaries. These 
tend to have more of an effect to increase the chances, I think, of 
centrist candidates. You remove crossover voting and I think 
your candidates will tend to be more ideological in the sense that they 
will go to true believers of their own party wdio are on the left in the 
Democratic Party and the conservatives in the Republican Party, and 
you allow them to have sharper differentiations in the candidates. So 
I think before States do that — I think, my own personal feeling is that 
that would be a good thing, to rule out crossover voting, because I think 
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that each party should have the right, you know, to nominate its own 
candidates, and Republicans should have no business voting in Demo- 
cratic primaries and vice versa. 

Senator Inouye. Do you believe it is ethical or proper for a candidate 
to provide information to friendly press or media which would prove 
damaging to the opposition candidates without the source of that in- 
formation being identified publicly ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, most of the individuals in the national press 
that I know would not print a story which did not have some substan- 
tive documentation. You mean to go to — make a false allegation 
against an individual ? That is not ethical. That is a detraction, I mean 
against an individual. But none of your national press people are going 
to run with a story that is just based on the word, I think, of another 
individual, about a serious personal charge against someone else. 

Senator Inouye. What about a reliable source ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, when they have a reliable source, they gener- 
ally have a reliable source. Very few reporters — you are getting into 
the ethics of journalism now. I think generally when a reporter says 
he has a reliable source, he has got a reliable source. 

Senator Inouye. So there are some good leaks and bad leaks ? 

Mr. Buchanan. And there are some good reporters and some bad 
reporters ; yes, sir. 

Senator Inouye. I thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Weicker. 

Senator Weicker. I have read your opening statement rather care- 
fully, Mr. Buchanan, and I would say that in many areas, I agree with 
you. I think some of the matters that you have raised needed telling; 
specifically starting on page 9 of your statement, where you say that 
it is being alleged that the campaign of 1972 was not only a rigged 
campaign but an utter fraud, a political coup by the President of 
the United States. These contentions, Mr. Chairman, are altogether 
untrue. 

And I must confess to you that I think any political scientist look- 
ing at that election would at least give equal attention to the matter 
of the Democrats in their primaries being so split, or at least splitting 
up the center, that the outcome was fairly much assured. I cannot 
disagree, either, where you quote “Theodore White, that the dirty 
tricks of 1972, added together, the ultimate balance — at least as far 
as I know dirty tricks — had the weight of a feather.” 

And I would not disagree with those valid activities which you 
have set forth before the committee with letterwriting campaigns or 
issue-oriented speeches by Republicans, either the Senate or the surro- 
gates around the countryside. And again, I cannot argue with you on 
a spoils system. Certainly it still has a certain hold on the American 
political scene. So I want to make it clear that in those respects, what 
I think all of us would agree is legislation, there is little argument. 

But the problem is, of course, that the matters that you were en- 
gaged on, or rather, matters that you and other members of the admin- 
istration were engaged on, go way beyond the admittedly legislation, 
hardnosed aspects of politics. And unfortunately, and I came here 
really expecting to do most of the listening this morning, I cannot 
let this stand insofar as your testimony is concerned. I would like to 
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get into certain of these activities and see just how we categorize them 
and how you would explain them. 

Now, 1 would like to refer, if I might, to the memorandum which 
you wrote of September 13, 1972, to Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman, 
and Colson. More specifically, it is at the end of the memorandum, the 
bottom of page 4. 

Mr. Buchanan. Could I have the exhibit number of that ? 

Senator Weicker. Yes, indeed ; that is exhibit No. 194, 1 believe, the 
last exhibit. 

Mr. Buchanan. The bottom of which page, sir? 

Senator Weicker. Let me read, if I might, the memorandum : 

Again, the critical point is that just as McGovern ought to make “Nixon” the 
issue — so the issue this fall is McGovern. Will he and the hard core left winger 
radicals who took over the party take over America? That is the bottom line. 
If the country goes to the polls in November, scared to death of McGovern, think- 
ing him vaguely anti-America and radical and proceed the left; wingers and 
militants, then they will vote against him — which means for us. What we have 
done thus far, and fairly well, is not put the President 34 points ahead — but 
McGovern 34 points behind. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. I find that a rather interesting statement coming 
from a man who is one of the spokesmen, certainly, for this adminis- 
tration and for the President. Did you feel at the time that you wrote 
the memorandum that there was not enough, sufficient, in the way of 
accomplishment by this administration that we could not put Presi- 
dent Nixon 34 points ahead, that we had to take the other candidate 
and put him 34 points behind? Was there a lack of positive material? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, there was not a lack of positive material. As a 
matter of fact, the budget for the positive or pro side of the media 
campaign was far in excess of the anti side. But I am not presumptuous, 
Senator, and I am not foolish. We were not 34 points ahead of Sen- 
ator McGovern simply on the basis of our record. I think we could 
have won on the basis of our record. As I stated earlier, once we moved 
up above 60 percent in the polls, toward 70 percent in the national poll, 
people who are voting there or voting for us are almost entirely Dem- 
ocrats. If you polled them, most of them would say they were dissatis- 
fied with certain aspects of the President’s economic program, certain 
aspects of his other programs, his personality. In a normal election, 
they would go for a Hubert Humphrey, they would go for a Senator 
Muskie, they would go for a Senator Kennedy. They were standing 
with us, Senator, for the reason that they were strongly opposed to 
McGovern. 

Now, this goes to a point that you raised earlier in other testimony. 
You wanted to know, did we abandon other Republicans? The answer 
to that question is : No, we did not. In 1966, the President went out and 
worked for Republicans; in 1970, we worked. We were totally unsuc- 
cessful. We felt that the best way we could bring in a Republican Con- 
gress, that the best way we could bring in Republicans in the Senate 
and the House was to identify as President, to run as President, and 
win by a landslide and hopefully, they would then come in on the 
Presidential coattails, as they did in 1936 and as they did in 1964. 
That was unsuccessful for the reason that this new ticket-splitter 
phenomenon has taken over and candidates at the top of the ticket 
less and less can deliver for candidates down the line. 
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Senator Weicker. Well, you have raised another issue which I will 
certainly be glad to get to, but let us just stick to the memorandum, if 
we can, for a minute. What is it in the course of a campaign that makes 
an incumbent President try to paint his opponent as anti-American ? 
I do not quite understand that one. 

Mr. Buchanan. Wait a minute. 

Senator Weicker. “If the country goes to the polls scared to death 
of McGovern, thinking many vaguely anti- American and radical” — 
What does that mean ? 

Mr. Buchanan. There were polls taken — Mike Wallace on election 
night said there were polls taken indicating that the people went to 
the polls and voted for the President as opposed to McGovern on two 
issues, as he said: “Patriotism and morality.” Walter Cronkite got 
an_ry and said : “What do you mean, George McGovern is not anti- 
American and he is not immoral.” 

Then Mike Wallace said : “Wait a minute, what we are talking about 
is the American voter’s perception of the candidates.” When Mc- 
Govern said he would go to Hanoi, he would crawl, if necessary, and 
beg for the release of American prisoners, for example, in the minds 
of the people, this is anti-American. I do not say Senator McGovern 
is anti-American, but the perception in the voter’s mind was that Sen- 
ator McGovern was not a figure whom they wanted to put in the Presi- 
dency of the United States because he did not share their views with 
regard to patriotism and things of that character. 

Now, I do not say that Senator McGovern is that, but it would be 
false for me to stand up here and deny that that was the perception of 
millions of Americans. 

Senator Weicker. Why do you think this perception came about on 
their part ? 

Me Buchanan. I think Senator McGovern contributed to it more 
than anybody else in the country. 

Senator Weicker. Do you think maybe now that you have heard 
the evidence of what happened during the campaign of 1972 that has 
come before this committee, with various members of the administra- 
tion testifying, do you think that maybe you took that lawlessness, 
that restlessness, that violence which the American people were leery 
of, that you maybe took it out of blue jeans and put it into blue suits? 

Mr. Buchanan. Are you referring to me, sir ? 

Senator Weicker. No ; I am asking on the basis of the testimony 
which you have heard, as has everybody else, before this committee, 
do you believe that the lawlessness, which, obviously, the American 
people were concerned with, was in fact taken out of blue jeans and put 
into blue suits ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, with regard to that, the individuals against 
whom allegations have been made have not yet been tried. There were 
errors, mistakes, misjudgment, and wrongdoing on the part of indi- 
viduals with whom I have been associated, I believe, and perhaps some 
of them were within the White House. That is true. But I do not think 
that to take — I do not think that certainly, what we did — if these 
things were done, they were not justified and they certainly do not 
justify the things that "were done in 1970 by the demonstrators. Both 
were wrong. 
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But. I do not see the connection between this and the President of the 
United States and I do not see the connection between that and me. 

Senator Wekjker. Well, let me ask you a question. On page 10 of 
your statement before the committee, you made the statement that 
Republicans were not responsible for the downfall of Senator Muskie. 
And you made the statement that the Republicans were not responsible 
for the nomination of Senator McGovern. 

And I agree with you. I agree with you. Row, let me ask you this 
question: Were Republicans — do you feel that Republicans in the 
sense of the party were responsible for W atergate ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No ; I think individuals have to be held accountable 
for what they did. Individuals who conceived and carried out the 
Watergate break-in, which, in and of itself, I considered wrong but not 
just grievously wrong 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Buchanan. Those individuals are accountable, No; the polit- 
ical party is not responsible. The Republican Party is not respon- 
sible ; no. 

Senator W kic k er. In other words, it was just four Cubans sitting in 
a bar and doing a gratuitous act for the Republicans ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Whom do you w T ant me to pass judgment on, 
Senator ? 

Senator Weicker. I would like you to tell this committee as to whom 
you feel was responsible for the matter called Watergate and its 
attendant circumstances. 

Mr. Buchanan. You mean Mr. Magruder has, I believe, testified 
before this committee that he was cognizant of it. There are seven 
individuals, I think, who have been convicted of it. There are other 
individuals who I do not believe have yet been indicted and I am in no 
position to sit up here and to say that these individuals were guilty. 
I just do not know. I am not in control of the evidence. I am not a 
judge. That is for a court to decide. 

Senator Weicker. I am not trying to judge individual guilt or 
innocence. I would like to know who was responsible for these acts, 
these things that were precipitated. 

Mr. Buchanan. Men are responsible for what they do themselves. 

Senator Weicker. Let us keep on going relative to the matter of 
what was done, what has been testified to before this committee. I 
laughed along with the others as to the matters of Dick Tuck and 
trains pulling out of the station. But let us try and fit into one of your 
categories the following occurrences vdiich happened in the campaign 
of 1972. Now, you have four categories: Utterly outrageous, dirty 
tricks, political hardball, and pranks. 

The use of the Justice Department, the CIA, the FBI, the State 
Department, for political purposes by an incumbent administra- 
tion : Which category would that fall into ? 

Mr. Buchanan. That reference to those categories is in refer- 
ence to the so-called dirty tricks and not in reference to crimes, 
Senator. 

Senator Weicker. I am not saying they are. I am just asking you, 
the use of the Justice Department, the CIA, the FBI, the State Depart- 
ment, in behalf of an incumbent administration in a political way — 
what would that fall into ? Is that pranks ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. Senator, it is customary in national politics that the 
Secretary of Defense, I believe, and the Secretary of State generally 
stay out of national politics, although that was not the case in 1964. 
And Secretary Laird, of course, made political speeches. I do not see 
anything wrong with that. 

The use of the FBI in a political campaign to me would be an un- 
justified use of that agency, which should not be done. The Depart- 
ment of Justice, Senator Ervin and I would — it has been precedented 
that both in our administration and President Kennedy’s, the Attor- 
ney General was a political figure. 

Senator Weicker. Let me say one thing right now, because I think 
I would like to believe that maybe the people elected Richard Nixon 
President in 1968 because they did not want any more of these things 
to go on. Maybe I am wrong, but I would like to go on that assump- 
tion. This is what I believed. 

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Buchanan, let us restrict ourselves 
to matters of this election. 

Mr. Buchanan. People have no reason to regret the election of 1968, 
in my judgment. 

Senator Weicker. I am saying to you let’s restrict ourselves to mat- 
ters of the campaign of 1972. In other words, the “everybody did it” 
theory which has been floated has no bearing in this hearing. 

Mr. Buchanan. No one has suggested that the fact that things were 
done wrong before justifies doing them again. 

Senator Weicker. Why cite the examples ? 

Mr. Buchanan. You are the one citing the examples of Justice De- 
partment, State, and Defense and I am responding to them. 

Senator Weicker. In the 1972 campaign and you are responding to 
what went on in 1960 and everything else. 

Mr. Buchanan. I would beg to disagree with you. If the Secretary 
of Defense and Secretary of State — I would think the Secretary of 
State should stay out of politics. But the Secretary of Defense — the 
defense budget is a national issue, as it was in 1964, when Secretary 
McNamara spoke out, as it was in 1972 with Secretary Laird. They 
are perfectly within their rights to speak out and defend the policies 
of the incumbent administration. That has a partisan connotation, I 
know, but I see nothing wrong with that. 

Senator Weicker. I was not referring to the Secretary of Defense, 
never made any mention. I said the Justice Department, use of Justice 
Department agencies in behalf of political campaigns, what category 
does that fall into? 

Mr. Buchanan. They should not lie used. 

Senator Weicker. CIA ? 

Mr. Buchanan. The CIA, I think, by law is forbidden and it should 
obey the law. 

Senator Weicker. FBI ? 

Mr. Buchanan. The FBI should have no role in any national poli- 
tical campaign. 

Senator Weicker. No. 2, the Ellsberg break-in coverup. What does 
that fall into? Is that pranks, political hardball, dirty tricks, or ut- 
terly outrageous? 

Mr. Buchanan. The coverup ? 

Senator Weicker. Yes, the Ellsberg break-in coverup. 
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Mr. Buchanan. You are asking me to talk about a matter for which 
individuals conceivably could be indicted in the next week. I don’t 
know. I am not a lawyer. I don’t know the responsibilities upon law- 
yers to — some of the individuals who are said to have known about 
this are lawyers, to report this to the trial judge at which point — these 
are matters with which I am not conversant. 

Senator Weicker. Well, of course, it -was testified to before this com- 
mittee by the former Attorney General that this was the most serious 
matter of all. 

Mr. Buchanan. The Ellsberg break-in ? 

Senator Weicker. The Ellsberg matter and its coverup was abso- 
lutely essential to the campaign of 1972. 

Mr. Buchanan. The Ellsberg break-in took place in July of 19 — 
I am sorry, September, I believe^ of 1971. 

Senator Ervin. September of 1971. 

Mr. Buchanan. I would disagree with the Attorney General, 
frankly, to this extent. If after that thing had occurred, we had come 
forward and said so and explained it, I don’t think it would have 
been a favorable element. 

Senator Weicker. In other words, you feel that was wrong ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Not doing it? I think that would be 

Senator Weicker. Revealing all the facts as to the break-in. 

Mr. Buchanan. If you look back in retrospect, I think certainly the 
thing to have done would be not to have waited until the 1972 cam- 
paign, but to have dealt with that problem at that particular time. 
T think that is right. 

These have nothing to do. Senator Weicker, with the matter under 
discussion, which is things done during the campaign by political 
organizations. That had nothing to do with the political campaign, 
as I recollect. 

Senator Weicker. What ? 

Mr. Buchanan. The Ellsberg break-in. 

Senator Weicker. Well, it had a great deal to do — maybe not the 
break-in, but the fact that it would be revealed, this was of deep con- 
cern, deep concern, to many individuals. 

My time is up right now. I will get back to the list after I return. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Montoya. 

Senator Montoya. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At the end of your testimony this morning with Mr. Dash, you 
stated that the brochure, although rhetorical, correctly stated Mr. 
Muskie’s position about blacks. 

Mr. Buchanan. Did I ? 

Senator Montoya. That is the brochure — — 

Mr. Buchanan. If I did say that, that is in error. I believe I said 
it stated correctly liis position with regard to gun control. 

Senator Montoya. I will read you from the transcript, page 8062. 
These are your words : 

The rhetoric is not left wing rhetoric, hut the statements on Senator Muskie’s 
position on gun control is accurate, on the statement with regard to black 
Americans — there is not an inaccuracy in terms of the writing . . . 

Isn’t that the same thing ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, if I did say that this is a — what this is is a 
combination, I believe, where the record is stated — I have only had an 
opportunity to read this once. 
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Senator Montoya. This is your testimony. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. Well, let me just state, where the record 
is stated with regard to his view on gun control, it is accurate. As I 
stated, the rhetoric is something else again. This is not stating fact, 
this states basically opinion with regard to blacks. This is not — well, 
go ahead, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. Well, do you say that the statement contained in 
the brochure is not accurate ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It is exaggerated political rhetoric : that is correct. 

Senator Montoya. Isn’t that inaccuracy, then ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, it is — yes, right. Because an awful lot of politi- 
cal speeches, it is exaggerated political rhetoric. 

Senator Montoya. Isn’t exaggerated political rhetoric inaccuracy ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It can be inaccuracy ; yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. All right. Now, let us examine that a little more 
carefully. You stated in this brochure 

Mr. Buchanan. I did not write the brochure, Senator. It is my recol- 
lection that I may have edited it because that is the testimony of some- 
body else. 

Senator Montoya. Didn’t you state this morning on the record that 
Mr. Khachigian had told you that you had prepared it and that you 
were not about to doubt his word. 

Mr. Buchanan. No. Mr. Khachigian, when he came back from the 
committee hearing, he said that, he had prepared it and that he had 
run it by me for editing. That was his recollection. And he is a truthful 
individual, so I stand on that recollection. 

Senator Montoya. Right. Now, here’s what the pamphlet reads, for 
the record : 

Muskie has told black Americans that there is no room for them in his politics. 
Blacks are the backbone of the Democratic Party, and Mr. Muskie told them to 
go to hell. 

Now, let us examine that against the context of what Mr. Muskie 
said in the press conference. I read from the excerpt from his press 
conference of September 8, 1971 : 

Reporter. What was the purpose of your meeting with black leaders in Watts 
yesterday? 

Mr. Muskie. The question was particularly of how we could move effectively to 
deal with the problems that concern black people, including the elections. So I was 
asked in that context whether a black candidate for Vice President could be con- 
sidered for the 1972 election if I were a candidate for the Presidency. I said 
that in my judgment, such a ticket was not electable now. I said I regretted that ; 
it should not be so. But my judgment was that such a ticket would be defeated and 
that if it were, it would be a setback to our efforts to implement our commitment 
to equality for blacks in this country. I think we must work to eliminate this 
wrong. I consider it a wrong, but I don’t think we have done so yet. So this is the 
choice that faces blacks and those of us who are committed to the ideals of 
equality in America, how best we move effectively in the direction of equality, 
including political equality, which will make it realistically possible for blacks, 
Mexican-Americans, and representatives of any other minority to aspire to the 
Vice Presidency or the Presidency of the United States. That ought to be our goal. 

Then the reporter asked a further question : 

Reporter. Senator, are you saying that it’s the wrong time for a black man to 
run for Vice President, or are you saying that there isn’t a black man qualified to 
run? 

Senator Muskie. Oh, no, there are blacks who are qualified to run, qualified 
to aspire to the Vice Presidency. I know some of them and they ought to be 
eligible for consideration. 
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Now, do you think that the pamphlet has put the whole thing out 
of context? 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, I think, if you ask me is this pamphlet, 
from what I have read of it, a fair or accurate reflection of Senator 
Muskie’s civil rights position, I would say no. This is exaggerated, 
hyperbolic political rhetoric. If you ask me if it should have been 
published, I would tell you no to that. It is wrong to do this. The vot- 
ing record is right on gun control, as I have said. Some of the rhetoric 
in here is wrong. It is unjustified about Senator Muskie. This thing 
should not have been published. It is lying oversight. If this thing 
went through, and in addition to that it failed to have on it the proper 
identification, then I am to blame and I should take the responsibility. 

There were things done wrong. But this is not as bad as comparing 
the President of the United States to Adolf Hitler. It is not as bad 
as comparing American policy in Indochina to that of the Nazis in 
Germany. Now, both are mistaken. 

Senator Montoya. One wrong does not justify another, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Precisely, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. Let us go to the letter that was sent from Miami 
to Mr. Loeb of the Manchester Guardian under date of February 17, 
1972. 

Mr. Buchanan. The Union Leader. 

Senator Montoya. You know about that letter, do you not? 

Mr. Buchanan. The Union Leader. Yes, the so-called Canuck letter. 

Senator Montoya. Do you think that was a fair thing to do? 

Mr. Buchanan. It was a political dirty trick. 

Senator Montoya. Do you think it was unethical ? 

Mr. Buchanan. It was unethical. 

Senator Montoya. There was another letter dated February 28 
sent to the same editor in the, same vein 

Mr. Buchanan. I was unaware of it. Which was the so-called 
Canuck letter ? 

Senator Montoya. Referring to the so-called, supposed Canuck 
statement made by Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Buchanan. I did not know there were two letters. 

Senator Montoya. Do you think that was unethical? 

Mr. Buchanan. The Canuck letter is the only one I have seen re- 
ferred to. Yes, sir, I do. 

Senator Montoya. Do you think that is a dirty trick ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, sir; it should be counted a dirty trick. But 
there is a myth- 

Senator Montoya. Do you know who inspired this letter? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir. But there is a myth building up that this 
so-called Canuck letter was responsible for Senator Muskie’s emo- 
tional moment outsi de the Union Leader Building and that is not true. 
As Senator Muskie himself has stated, the reason for that emotional 
moment, the primary reason, was a slur against his wife which was 
not made in any Canuck letter, it was made in Women’s Wear Daily, 
rvas transmitted by Newsweek magazine, which happens to be a sub- 
sidiary of the Washington Post Co. So I think it is unfair to say that 
this emotional moment of Senator Muskie was a result of that Canuck 
letter. That is not to justify the, so-called Canuck letter. 
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Senator Montoya. 
not ? 


They were interconnected in a way, were they 


Mr. Buchanan. Senator Muskie himself says it was a slur on his 
wife, or what he conceived to be a slur on his wife. 

Senator Montoya. Now, there was another letter that appeared in 
the New Hampshire primary campaign, on stationery of the United 
Democrats for Kennedy and signed by Robin Ficker. 

^ ou are acquainted with that letter, are you not? 

Mr. Buchanan. No ; I am not. But I am acquainted that Ficker was 
running a write-in for Kennedy in New Hampshire. 

Senator Montoya. In our investigation, it has been ascertained that 
some people contacted Mr. Ficker for a signature to this letter and the 
letter was designed to create a write-in atmosphere for Ted Kennedy in 
New Hampshire. This was not sponsored actually by United Democrats 
for Kennedy, although it appears under the signature Robin Ficker, 
Montgomery County, in Chevy Chase — in Silver Spring, Md. 

Now, do you think that such a tactic, assuming that Mr. Ficker has 
disavowed the contents of the letter, do you think that was a proper 
campaign tactic in New Hampshire ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Is Ficker pro-Kennedy, do you know ? 

Senator Montoya. Yes. 

Mr. Buchanan. And somebody funded him to do this ? 

Senator Montoya. Somebody got him to sign the letter under false 
pretenses. That Kennedy people were urging him to sign the letter. He 
later ascertained that it was not so. 

Mr. Buchanan. You mean to file it on an individual ? 

Well, that is a borderline case. 

Let me just give you one example, Senator Montoya. In 1940 

Senator Montoya. If that is a factual situation on the assumptions 
I have made, would you say that that was unethical or improper? 

Mr. Buchanan. Let me give you an example. When Harry Truman 
ran in 1940 in the State of Missouri against Governor Stark, he was in 
some difficulty, as I remember the story, because Governor Stark said 
he was the one who had put Tom Pendergast away and Harry Tru- 
man’s friends got some individual named Morris Milligan, who ap- 
parently was the prosecutor in the case, and they ran him as the third 
guy in the race, the result of which was to put Harry Truman in the 
Senate. That is the same type of operation. 

Whoever did this probably did this to draw votes off from Senator 
Muskie, I would guess, in New Hampshire or to lower his margin. It 
is something in the same vein as that, I would think. 

Senator Montoya. Well, do you think it was proper? 

Mr. Buchanan. I would — I would have difficulty making a judg- 
ment on filing your opponent, your potential opponent, so you can beat 
him in the State or getting him. That is a tough call as far as I would 
be concerned, ethically. 

Senator Montoya. Now, on tab 21 [exhibit No. 187], page 13, under 
item 40, is the following : 


If Daley is booted out of the Democratic Convention, on his arrival at his 
Mayor’s office in Chicago, some bearded types can be out front with signs, 
“Daley’s through in 1972 ; vote McGovern.” 


Mr. Buchanan. Right. 
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Senator Montoya. Were these to have been paid demonstrators? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, you would just call the Republican committee 
up there and do it. 

Senator Montoya. That was supposed to be volunteers, then? 

Mr. Buchanan. Oh, sure, you would not pay somebody to picket. 
Our funds were not limitless. 

Senator Montoya. Now, do you think that that was proper and 
ethical ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, this again, Senator, if I knew I were going 
to be up here explaining all my memorandums, this little item would 
not have been included. Whether it is proper — again, this is a case 
of identifying your opponent with an unpopular individual or figure. 

Senator Montoya. I know what you are doing, but do you think it 
is ethical or proper ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Again, I would have to say I don’t think this is 
unethical, to tell a guy to go out and get a sign. Mayor Daley comes 
back from that convention, angry as he can be, and there is a picket 
out there with a sig n 

Senator Montoya. Do you think it is proper? 

Mr. Buchanan. It is not improper. 

Senator Montoya. Then it is proper? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, the two are not the same. 

Senator Montoya. Give me the differentiation. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, by something that is not improper, you mean 
that it might be — well, let’s classify when you get into the area of 
pranks. I think that is in the area of pranks. It is like carrying the 
sign, the “Nixon’s the one” sign. 

Senator Montoya. Would you say it is neutral ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I would say it is in the same range with the “Nixon’s 
the one” sign. 

Senator Montoya. Now, on tab 21 [exhibit No. 181], page 9, item 
4, you suggested “On all the black radio stations in the swing States, 
we should run ads on Muskie’s statement about no blacks for Vice 
President.” 

Mr. Buchanan. Excuse me, Senator, this is the March — 

Senator Montoya. Tab 21, page 9, item 4. 

Mr. Buchanan. Tab 21, page 9, item 4. 

Senator Montoya. And you follow that suggestion as follows— this 
is part of the radio plug : 

If lie does not think the time has come for one of us to be even considered for 
Vice President, then the time has come for black America to tell Ed Muskie we 
don't think it’s time for him to be considered for President. Write in Shirley 
Chisholm. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Senator Montoya. Now, do you think that was ethical? 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, I do, in this sense, Senator. There was a point 
in time in 1971 when Congressman John Conyers and Senator Eugene 
McCarthy each was considering a fourth party candidacy. In my judg- 
ment, that would have been, that would have helped us along to what 
I considered a goal for a long time, which is a realinement of political 
parties. In my judgment, it would not have been unethical or illicit to 
have made an alliance of convenience with a Democrat to the left of 
the National Democratic Party, because it would have been advan- 
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tageous to them, it would have been advantageous to us. Our objectives 
would have been served, their objectives would have been served. It 
was the same thing as I would think in the Senate, if you had a Sena- 
tor on the — say on the left side of the spectrum get together with a 
Senator on the right side of the spectrum to support a bill that he 
wanted in exchange for support there. I think it would be in that 
category. 

Senator Montoya. Now, you are implying that this was politics as 
usual and, therefore, it was proper, that is what in effect you are 
saying. 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I don’t say everything that has been done, 
everything that is done regularly, is proper and ethical. You have to 
judge the individuals — I do think — this is, this would come in the area 
of what Senator Baker was reading, I believe he was reading. 

Senator Montoya. Let me go to another page. 

Now, you, of course, know that Senator Jackson’s headquarters in 
Florida were broken into. 

Mr. Buchanan. No, sir; I did not know that. 

Senator Montoya. Well, and Senator McGovern’s headquarters in 
Ohio were broken into, Senator Muskie’s in Washington, D.C., were 
broken into. 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator Muskie’s were broken into ? 

Senator Montoya. Yes, or I should say there was an infiltrator in 
there and files were stolen on two occasions from Senator Muskie’s 
headquarters. 

Mr. Buchanan. That was Fat Jack. 

Senator Montoya. Yes. And one of his agents, I think it was a young 
man by the name of Gregory. 

Now, also there were paid infiltrators in Senator Jackson’s cam- 
paign in Florida. 

Mr. Buchanan. That would be unwise as well as — — 

Senator Montoya. All right, Senator Muskie’s in Washington, Fat 
Jack or John Buckley, and Senator McGovern’s, that is Chotiner’s 
friend, to cite some examples of the infiltration. 

Mr. Buchanan. Chotiner’s friend, it is my understanding, was a 
political or was rather a reporter who traveled aboard the various 
campaign planes and was two separate individuals ; this is the way the 
reports have come out. 

Senator Montoya. Well, do you think that these were — that these 
things were ethical ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, Senator, I would ask, do you think it was 
ethical for Joe McGinnis to pose as a reporter and come into our cam- 
paign in 1968, find himself an office and aide, and steal my memo- 
randums and publish a best-selling book and have it applauded in the 
Washington Post? 

Senator Montoya. No, sir; it was not. 

Do you agree with me 

Mr. Buchanan. This sort of thing has been praised and applauded 
and cheered until it was done by Republicans against Democrats. 

Senator Montoya. Well, just because there was something wrong 
in the Democratic camp, I am not going to condone it. 

I am asking you if these things were wrong. You ask me if other 
things that happened similarly in the Democratic campaign were 
wrong, then I will agree with you. 
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Mr. Buchanan. Which particular is it now, which particular infil- 
tration ; I have talked about political spies. It is not something I would 
do to insinuate myself into an individual’s confidence and then betray 
that confidence. Now, other people have other standards on the ques- 
tion of being political spies. It is just not something I would do. I don’t 
think I should sit in judgment on their ethics. I don’t know that I could 
really — I would want to draw a line that this is thoroughly unethical 
to do this. I don’t know that I would want to draw it. 

Senator Montoya. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. I have nothing further. 

Senator Baker says lie has nothing further. 

Senator Talmadge is not here. 

Senator Inouye is not here. 

Senator Gurney is not here. 

Senator Weicker. 

Senator Weicker. All right, Mr. Buchanan, if you will try to con- 
tinue down the list — I will try to shorten it — of various activities and 
your evaluation of them. 

Perjury, subornation of perjury, obstruction of justice, is this some- 
thing that should form part of a campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, this is the famous Weicker litany of 
wrongdoings in the campaign. I know you have got the definition 
down of every illegal act and things like that but what — to me 
what they amount to and what I have seen is that people in our cam- 
paign made a grievous error and then they went and compounded the 
error and made mistakes. In the process of this thing, they even com- 
mitted — I don’t know, I don’t want to state that they did, but con- 
ceivably they committed wrongdoing amounting to crimes and ille- 
galities, but I think that, by and large, the sins were of the head and 
not of the heart. They thought that they wanted to make sure the 
President of the United States was reelected, and a lot of mistakes 
and bad things, and erroneous things were done ; there is no question 
about that. 

But these people, I think they have got a right to a fair trial and 
I don’t think I am in a position to sit up and moralize or pontificate 
upon their ethics or their morality. 

Senator Weicker. Mr. Buchanan, it isn’t a question of a litany of 
wrongdoing. The problem is that when these matters are equated 
with just another Dick Tuck type of operation. 

Mr. Buchanan. They have never been so by me. 

Senator Weicker. This is exactly the type 

Mr. Buchanan. I do not consider Watergate a prank; it is a crime. 

Senator Weicker. I see. This is all I am trying to find out from you 
since you have thrown Dick Tuck out as sort of the example to be fol- 
lowed by the Republicans in the campaign of 1972. I am trying to 
differentiate between those activities and these activities, which 
clearly you are as dead set against as I am. 

What I can’t have, I believe — I would hope, anyway, you would 
think the same way — I can’t have these floated as legitimate campaign 
practices. 

Mr. Buchanan. Nobody has floated Watergate as a legitimate cam- 
paign activity for the last 15 months. 
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Senator Weicker. Well, then, certainly you would agree that really 
we are not talking in any manner, shape or form about the equivalent 
of a Dick Tuck operation so far as Watergate is concerned. 

Mr. Buchanan. I did not know I was up here to discuss the Water- 
gate break-in. 

Senator Weicker. You are here to discuss the matter called Water- 
gate which encompasses a great deal of activity and again I have tried 
to be very specific with you as to what those activities are. Are they 
the same as Dick Tuck-type activities ? Do you want me to continue 
down the list? 

Mr. Buchanan. No, I don’t know that Dick Tuck did any break-in 
and burglaries ; no, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Electronic surveillance ? 

Mr. Buchanan. No. Electronic surveillance was done on Adlai 
Stevenson at the Democratic Convention in 1960. They had electronic 
surveillance done, I believe, on the Vice President of the United States 
post-1968 before he was inaugurated. I believe that; I am not sure 
of that. Electronic surveillance for political purposes is wrong and 
should be outlawed. 

Senator Weicker. I think the last part of your answer is very sig- 
nificant. I w T ould agree with you, that is exactly what the work product 
of this committee is all about. 

How about putting out the story tying the Democratic Party to 
Communists and foreign money ? Is this a legitimate type of activity of 
the White House? 

Mr. Buchanan. I don’t know any political reporter who is going 
to pick up a phony story like that and run it if you don’t have any 
substantiation, and if you tell an individual to go do that, any indi- 
vidual who has contacts in the national corps or the political press 
corps will tell you to go fly a kite. 

I don’t know a single political reporter to whom I will say, “Well, 
Senator McGovern is getting Communist money,” and he will say, 
“Is that right. Where is your evidence?” 

Every single one — I don’t know a single one who would go with a 
story like that based on hearsay. 

Senator Weicker. Well, of course, this was the subject of a memoran- 
dum within the White House, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Buchanan. I have not been watching all the testimony on tele- 
vision but I believe it was, I believe, Mr. John Dean, though. But John 
Dean is not an individual who dealt with the press. My guess is 

Senator Weicker. No, this memorandum was attested to by Mr. 
Haldeman. 

Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Haldeman sent a memorandum to Mr. Dean, 
but that sounded a bit fishy to me because John Dean was not an indi- 
vidual who dealt at all with the press, I don’t knoiv who he was going 
to call. 

Senator Weicker. I think what bothers me is in this discussion that 
you and I are having. I think both of us are fully aware that the Presi- 
dent would have won this election. I, like you, voted for our President. 
Not only that, I thought I delivered some effective speeches against 
Mr. McGovern, but I get bothered with this continued reference to 
Communist and anti-American and radical and we go right down the 
list, what kind of politics is this ? 
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Mr. Buchanan. Senator, I will tell you this. What do we have here, 
you have confidential memorandums of mine to the President of the 
United States and to Mr. Haldeman and to Mr. Mitchell. 

Now, they are, quite obviously, if I knew my confidential papers, 
dozens of them were going to be called up for inspection and I was 
going to be held to account for phrases and paragraphs that I used in a 
confidential communication with the President, I certainly would have 
written it differently, there is no question about that. But I am sure 
that if we went through your own files and got every political mem- 
orandum you were sent by staff aides there would be things that would 
horrify both you and your own staff aides, not in terms of wrongdoing, 
but simply because you would phrase things differently. 

When I write a first draft of a column or a speech, some of the copy 
is extraordinarily hard and I would not want to make public. I would 
like to be held responsible for what I write as a final speech and for 
what I say publicly. But with my private communications, in effect, 
which are almost your private letters, to be called to account on na- 
tional television for your phrases is not a very pleasant, altogether 
pleasant, experience and I don’t think, Senator, you would find it any 
more pleasant than I find it, to have to go through there to see things 
I haven’t seen in 4 years and find things that maybe were my own per- 
sonal rhetoric in the memorandum was excessive. It is not an alto- 
gether pleasant experience. 

Senator Weicker. Well, number one, let me assure you that these 
files are totally available to you or anybody else and always have been 
and, to be honest, I am not going to have you sit here and tell me that 
the type of language that is used in these memorandums, the refer- 
ences and the rather consistency of the reference, to the far left, and 
the Communists and the foreign money and radicals and all the rest 
of it. 

Mr. Buchanan. The far left is suggested by a term and there is no 
term that I have seen in my memorandum that connects Senator 
McGovern or suggests he is connected with the Communist Party. 

Senator McGovern was the candidate of the far left in the last elec- 
tion. He was the candidate of the left. He was the candidate of the 
Democratic Party. Mr. Schmitz was the candidate I would say, of 
the far right. We had the right and the center. These have been cus- 
tomary terms ever since the French General Assembly in 1789, that 
phrase. 

Senator Weicker. How about anti-American? How about that 
phrase ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, there is a phrase in here that Senator 
McGovern was perceived by a number of people because of statements 
he made especially with regard to foreign policy, especially in regard 
to Vietnam in that vein. I don’t say he was anti- American. 

Senator Weicker. Of course, that was your phrase, it is your memo- 
randum. 

Mr. Buchanan. What does the phrase say, he is perceived that way ? 

Senator Weicker. Well, let’s go ahead and see it. 

Mr. Buchanan. What you are doing is you are precisely taking par- 
ticular minor phrases out of memos written in the heat of a campaign 
and that statement, Senator, is far less offensive to me, even now in 
public, than is Senator McGovern’s statement comparing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to Adolf Hitler, and he is a senatorial can- 
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didate and he made that publicly, not in some confidential memo- 
randiuns in the heat of a campaign. 

Senator Weicker. Well, of course, I think many people, myself in- 
cluded, held those comments against Senator McGovern. 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Senator Weicker. I think they are despicable, 

Mr. Buchanan. I think you should be held accountable for what 
you say publicly but I think a man is entitled to the privacy of his 
own views that he expressed in his own way in his private papers and, 
as I say, it is not an altogether usual experience to have your confi- 
dential papers, have to explain them on national television. 

Senator Weicker. In the matter of Mr. Ulasewicz, is that — and 
the subject matter of those investigations — is that proper politics? 

Mr. Buchanan. I never heard Mr. Ulasewicz’ name until he ap- 
peared on national television. 

Senator Weicker. I see. Now, that you know about Mr. 
Ulasewicz 

Mr. Buchanan. What did he investigate ? 

Senator Weicker. Incidentally, Mr. Caulfield was a very close 
friend of yours. 

Mr. Buchanan. Yes, he is. 

Senator Weicker. Did he ever mention to you any of his activities ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, Mr. Caulfield’s activities, in the 1968 cam- 
paign certainly, he was campaign security. He had conducted an 
investigation of the things that have come out subsequently, I have 
no knowledge of. 

Senator Weicker. You had no knowledge of the relationship between 
Mr. Caulfield and Mr. Ulasewicz ? 

Mr. Buchanan. I never heard of Mr. Ulasewicz’ name until it was 
on national television but I know Jack Caulfield very well. He is very 
decent, in my judgment, even though mistakes were made, he is a 
very decent individual. 

Senator Weicker. The matters which Mr. Ulasewicz investigated, 
you feel now that you have heard about it 

Mr. Buchanan. Which ones are you referring to, Senator? 

Senator Weicker. Well, I can go right down the whole list, but 
basically I would say personal matters related to the various candi- 
dates, do you think that is a proper thing? 

Mr. Buchanan. Senator, are you asking do I think that — - — 

Senator Weicker. I asked that question. 

Mr. Buchanan. It is not my end of the campaign business, as inves- 
tigations are done. There was a story in the Atlanta paper where 
Senator McGovern sent out 100 people to investigate the President 
and asked, “Fellows, have wo dug up any dirt ?” And he said, “Well, we 
will let that out, too.” There are these aspects to campaigns. I do not 
think I have been in a political campaign where I have not heard 
stories about the private lives and the personal habits of individuals, 
but that is not my stock in trade. 

Senator Weicker. So, in other words, you would say that should not 
be part of a campaign ? 

Mr. Buchanan. There is no way you can halt investigations. I think 
investigations of the background of candidates, going out, say, to his 
hometown newspaper and finding statements say, like Senator Mc- 
Govern made in 1948 



3975 


Senator Weickee. Fair enough. 

Mr. Buchanan. In the course of that thing, what do you do when 
you come across, if you come across something that is personally dam- 
aging to the individual ? Maybe it depends on how rough a campaign 
is being fought. 

Senator Weickee. Is basically your answer — and I am trying to be as 
fair as possible in this matter — that matters of public record are cer- 
tainly eligible to be pushed out there during the campaign? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Senator Weickee. That is a matter of the record ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Right. 

Senator Weickee. But this was specifically asked of Mr. Ulasewicz 
and, of course, his investigations went way beyond what was a matter 
of public record. It went way beyond. 

Mr. Buchanan. It went into personal — my own view is that the 
personal, private lives of candidates should not be part of the cam- 
paign; they should not be discussed by a candidate. But there are 
political muc.krakers just like journalistic — and you can have this 
until — as long as you have got politics, people are going to go out and 
do these things. I am not involved in it and I would not do it myself, 
but I do not want to sit up here and assume that I am a judge of other 
people who do these kinds of investigations. 

Senator Weickee. But at least I want to thank you for saying that 
because you are a part of the administration. 

M» Buchanan. Yes. 

Senator Weickee. And you have made a statement that was not 
made before. In other words, we have heard that: “Yesj these are 
proper matters of political campaigns,” and it has not been said by 
any person but rather representatives of an administration, and to 
have the American people believe that personal dirt, for example, is a 
valid part of the political process, that type of investigation, not in- 
vestigations that are matters of record, but that go into the types of 
thing that you and I both decry, it just is something that should not 
be allowed to fly in this country, you and I both agree on that point. 

Mr. Buchanan. Well, I do not think they have — I do not think they 
are a proper subject matter for campaigns ; that is right. 

Senator Weickee. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Eevin. As I understand it, this morning, the exhibits that 
were obtained — the memorandums prepared by Mr. Buchanan that 
were obtained from the Committee To Re-Elect the President and 
from the Archives department were not admitted in evidence. 

They will be appropriately marked as exhibits and received as such. 

[The documents referred to were marked exhibits Nos. . thru 
194.*] 

Senator Montoya. I would like to present for the record, Mr. Chair- 
man, and for identification and for filing for the record, the three let- 
ters to which I referred in my examination of the witness. 

Senator Eevin. Without objection, it is so ordered. They will be ap- 
propriately marked as exhibits and received as such. 

[The letters were marked exhibits Nos. 195, 196, and 197.*] 

Senator Eevin. Do counsels have any further questions ? 


*See contents pp. iv and v for pages of individual exhibits. 
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Mr. Dash. I just have one that, I want to clear up, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buchanan, I know that Senator Baker, in referring to Mr. 
O’Brien’s manual, referred to the letterwriting campaign. I think the 
letterwriting campaigns are well known, not only in politics but in 
civic associations and social organizations generally. What I would 
like to really get from you as we close this afternoon is : Is there a dif- 
ference between what, in fact, is a genuine letterwriting campaign 
and — as I understood the reference in the manual — that certain wom- 
en who would be volunteers would be asked to use their brains and 
their writing to write short letter’s and that they themselves would 
write the messages that they wanted to write to the editors ? Is there 
a difference, Mr. Buchanan, between that and where the message, the 
irate feeling, is actually manufactured by the political campaign itself 
and that a signature is obtained so that the person who reads the let- 
ters-to-the-editor column believes that a citizen really wrote that when 
he did not ? 

Mr. Buchanan. Do you have in mind that letter to the editor in 
Michigan ? 

Mr. Dash. Let me just turn to tab 38 [exhibit No. 193]. 

Mr. Buchanan. In Michigan? 

Mr. Dash. Yes ; the Michigan letter. 

Mr. Buchanan. Let me tell you about that, I am a strong — I per- 
sonally feel very strongly about "the issue of abortion, and I am opposed 
to it, and I drafted that letter. We did get another person’s signature 
on the letter, and the individual we went to, frankly, was in the flight 
to Life movement who believed in that, and in effect, I ghosted that 
letter for the individual who signed it and sent it to the papers, I 
believe, in Michigan. 

Now to me that is on a par, I think, with, you know, my sort of pas- 
sionate rhetoric in a political speech which is delivered by a candidate 
who believes as well as I do and I write the rhetoric and he delivers it. 
I think those things are analogous. 

Mr. Dash. Would you say the same thing if you turned to tab 9 
[exhibit No. 169], to the telegrams that are indicated as having been 
prepared by you? There is a memorandum which indicates that 10 
telegrams have been drafted by Mr. Buchanan and sent to Time and 
Newsweek and — let me just read one of them, there are a number: 

To the editor : The best proof yet of the allegations of Vice President Agnew 
about the Nation’s news media whs their incredibly arrogant performance be- 
fore the entire Nation last Thursday night. Who in the hell elected those people 
to stand up and read off their insults to the President of the United States and 
then ask that he comment. 

Do you have tab 9? 

Mr. Buchanan. Do I have tab 9 ? 

Mr. Dash. It is an attachment to tab 9. There are a number of 
Buchanan telegrams that were drafted and then sent. 

Mr. Buchanan. I don’t know that they were sent. Here is — I don’t 
know — I have not read these memorandums and I don’t know who 
signed them. I don’t know who signed them. 

Mr. Dash. What I am saying and what I am asking is for informa- 
tion. Isn’t there again a difference — and I am talking about the tab — 
that a telegram of that nature which is prepared, and assume you do 
get someone to sign it, and it appears in the letters to the editor col- 
umn of Newsweek, and is read as though a citizen thought of the idea 
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to send a telegram when, as a matter of fact, all of these had been 
actually manufactured in a political office, actually in the White 
House, and are sent out to news media 

Mr. Buchanan. Well 

Mr. Dash. Is there a difference ? 

Mr. Buchanan. There is a difference. But inspiring an individual 
to write a telegram and drafting a telegram for his signature, these 
are different things. I mean this seems to me to be a foolish exercise, 
I will be quite honest. 

Mr. Dash. I am just asking, wasn't this signature requiring a pro 
forma kind of thing, you had pro forma volunteers? 

Mr. Buchanan. No ; I don’t see a difference. They asked Buchanan, 
“Can you draft something like that?” Once it leaves my desk, I don’t 
know what they do with my copy. I am not the one who is going to 
be 

Mr. Dash. You were drafting it not as Buchanan’s statement but 
as a citizen’s kind of statement? 

Mr. Buchanan. But citizens signed them. I drafted them. I ghosted 
them. 

Mr. Dash. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Thompson. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you, Mr. Buchanan. 

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you. 

Senator Ervin. The committee will stand in recess until Tuesday 
morning at 10 o’clock. 

[Whereupon, at 4 :30 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Wednesday, October 3, 1973.] 

[Subsequent to the hearing, a letter and affidavit of Mitchell Rogo- 
vin was received by the committee rebutting certain parts of Mr. 
Buchanan’s testimony and appears on page 4369.] 




WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1973 

TJ.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

W ashington, D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 
318, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (chair- 
man) , presiding. 

Present: Senators Ervin, Talmadge, Inouye, Montoya, Baker, 
Gurney, and Weicker. 

Also present : Samuel Dash, chief counsel and staff director ; Fred 
D. Thompson, minority counsel; Rufus L. Edmisten, deputy chief 
counsel; Jed Johnson, investigator; David M. Dorsen, James Hamil- 
ton and Terry F. Lenzner, assistant, chief counsels; Marc Lackritz, 
Ronald D. Rotunda, James C. Moore, and Barry Schochet, assistant 
majority counsels ; Eugene Boyce, hearings record counsel ; Howard S. 
Liebengood and Robert Silverstein, assistant minority counsels ; 
Pauline O. Dement, research assistant ; Eiler Ravnholt, office of Sen- 
ator Inouye ; Robert Baca, office of Senator Montoya ; A. Searle Field, 
assistant to Senator Weicker; Michael Flanigan, assistant publica- 
tions clerk. 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. 

Counsel will call the first witness. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Donald H. Segretti. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Wi 1 1 you stand up, Mr. Segretti, and hold up your 
right hand? Do you swear that the evidence which you shall give 
to the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 

Mr. Segretti. I do. 

Senator Ervin. Let the record show that Mr. Segretti is testifying 
involuntarily pursuant to an order of Judge Sirica extending to him 
immunity as provided in sections 6002 and 6005 of title 18 of the 
United States Code. I make that statement in order to protect any 
future right you have arising out of that grant of immunity. 

Mr. Segretti. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Counsel will proceed. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Segretti, do you have counsel with you ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do. 

Mr. Dash. Will counsel identify himself for the record ? 

Mr. Sherman. Victor Sherman. My address is 8383 Wilshire Boule- 
vard, Beverly Hills, Calif. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Segretti, do you have a statement you wish to read 
to the committee ? 
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TESTIMONY OF DONALD H. SEGEETTI, ACCOMPANIED BY VICTOE 

SHEEMAN, COUNSEL 

Mr. Segretti. I do. I do have an opening statement. 

Mr. Dasii. W ould you proceed to read it ? 

Mr. Segretti. In 1963 I graduated from the University of Southern 
California. I majored in business administration. I then attended the 
University of California at Berkeley and graduated from its law 
school in 1966. My first job was as an employee of the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency in Washington, D.C. 

After a few months, I was inducted into the U.S. Army. That was 
in May 1967. Once in the Army, I applied for a commission in the 
J udge Advocate General Corps and was accepted. I was released from 
Army active duty in September of 1971, after serving 4 years and 4 
months, a year of which was in Vietnam. 

After my graduation from USC, I maintained infrequent social 
contact with two college friends, Dwight Chapin and Gordon 
Strachan; so, it did not seem unusual when I was contacted in early 
1971 by these two friends about the possibility of doing some work for 
them after my release from active duty. I indicated interest although I 
had no concept of what they had in mind. 

In the summer of 1971 1 flew to Washington, D.C., and met with Mr. 
Chapin and Mr. Strachan. It was explained to me that I would be 
employed to perform certain political functions for the reelection of 
President Nixon. At that time I was aware that both men were em- 
ployed at the "White House. I considered the political functions we 
discussed to be similar to college pranks which had occurred at USC. 
The impression was given to me that these so-called pranks were per- 
formed by both parties in Presidential campaigns and that there was 
nothing improper or illegal in such traditional activities. 

Subsequently, I was told to contact Mr. Herbert Kalmbach in New- 
port Beach, Calif., for the purpose of finalizing my employment. I met 
with Mr. Kalmbach in August 1971, and was offered a salary of $16,000 
per annum plus expenses for my activities. Mr. Kalmbach and I did 
not discuss the specifics of my employment, and I myself had no con- 
crete ideas as to what work I was to perform. It was not even clear to 
me whether or not I would be working for Mr. Kalmbach, Mr. Chapin, 
or others. However, I was happy to accept employment from people 
who held prominent positions in and out of the Government. 

After meeting with Mr. Kalmbach, I met with Mr. Chapin, not far 
from the Western White House in San Clemente, Calif. During this 
meeting, Mr. Chapin gave me a list of cities in which I was to acquire 
acquaintances to assist me in my future endeavors. Mi’. Chapin stressed 
the secrecy of my duties and stated that he would be my contact at the 
White House. He further explained that my duties would consist of 
various activities tending to foster a split between the various Demo- 
cratic hopefuls and to prevent the Democratic Party from uniting be- 
hind one candidate. I was told that this was a common campaign 
strategy. Even though I had at one time been a registered Democrat 
and was apolitical during my Army tenure, I v as in agreement with 
President Nixon’s announced policies of ending the Vietnam war and 
the draft. Thus, it was on principle that I favored his reelection. It 
was this combination of factors, my lack of any concrete career plans, 
my friendship and respect for the individuals involved, my belief in 
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the reelection of President Nixon, the opportunity of working for the 
White House, and the change of pace, from my Army duties which led 
me to accept the employment. 

From September 1971 to the end of the year, I traveled to various 
parts of the United States attempting to line up political associates. 
Mr. Chapin had instructed me not to use the names of any persons 
at the White House or the name of any person associated with the 
Republican Party when making my contacts. I was also told not to 
use my real name so that I would never prove an embarrassment to 
the President or his campaign supporters. It was, therefore, difficult 
for me to explain to people exactly what I was doing, who I was work- 
ing for, or what we would be doing together. During the initial period 
of my employment, I myself, had no specific idea as to what I was doing 
or how I was to do it, I did indicate to people I “recruited” that their 
tasks would be to picket various Democratic candidates under the 
guise of working for a rival Democratic candidate, to ask difficult 
questions at news conferences, and, if possible, get someone to work 
in a candidate’s headquarters. The purpose of planting so-called 
spies was primarily to obtain candidates’ traveling schedules to assist, 
in the planning of picketing activities. During this period I received 
$5,000 traveling expenses from Mr. Kalmbach and the sum of $667 
every 2 weeks as salary. 

Apart from the above, I did the following during 1971 : 

No. 1, I prepared a list of questions to ask Senator Muskie when 
he appeared at Whittier College in southern California. The questions 
were passed out among the audience, and I believe one of the questions 
was asked. 

No. 2, I contacted an individual in California who provided three 
or four persons in San Francisco, who picketed a meeting of various 
Democrats, with signs saying, “Kennedy for President” or words to 
that effect. 

No. 3, I had Senator Muskie followed for 2 days while he was in 
Los Angeles, Calif. This was the one and only time that I ever had 
any candidate followed, and it was done pursuant to an earlier sug- 
gestion from Mr. Chapin that I have a familiarity with how Presi- 
dential candidates traveled. To the best of my recollection, those are 
the only activities I performed in 1971. 

In January of 1972, I received a second sum of $5,000 from Mr. 
Kalmbach. This sum was paid following my request for additional 
moneys to cover my travel expenses. On or about January 15, 1972, I 
received my last biweekly check in the sum of $667 from a trust ac- 
count apparently maintained by Mr. Kalmbach. At about this time, 
Mr. Kalmbach explained to me that rather than receiving further 
moneys by check he preferred that we “switch to green.” On or about 
March 1, 1972, I received the sum of $5,000 in cash from Mr. Kalm- 
bach’s secretary, and on or about March 23, 1972, I received the sum 
of $25,000 in cash from Mr. Kalmbach. This latter payment was made 
upon my request for the sum of $5,000 which I anticipated was needed 
to cover my traveling and salary expenses. It was my impression at the 
time that the extra $20,000 was given to me so that I would not have 
to contact Mr. Kalmbach on a frequent basis. I now believe that the 
new campaign law regarding the reporting of income and disburse- 
ments, had something to do with this payment. The funds referred to 
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herein are the only moneys that I have received. I did not at any time 
discuss with Mr. Kalmbach any of the specifics of my political activity 
and I have no personal knowledge as to whether or not he spoke with 
others about what I was doing. I should add to my statement that I 
did receive also the sum of $400 in cash that summer to cover my ex- 
penses for travel to Washington, D.C., to meet with Mr. Kalmbach — • 
meet with, pardon me, Mr. Chapin and Mi 1 . Strachan. 

All of the moneys received were spent for traveling and living ex- 
penses. A complete accounting, to the best of my ability, has been pro- 
vided to this committee and to the Special Prosecutor’s Office. 

In December of 1971, 1 traveled to the State of Florida for the pur- 
pose of seeking additional contacts. During my visit I met with a Mr. 
Kobert Benz in Tampa, Fla., and a Mr. Douglas Kelly in Miami, Fla. 

Mr. Benz and Mr. Kelly seemed knowledgeable as to the inner- 
workings of a political campaign and expressed a willingness to assist 
me in my endeavors. In fact, both young men seemed to know much 
more about how political campaigns operated than I did. Therefore, 
I gave to each a modest sum and asked that they make contact with 
other persons who would be of future assistance. The intention was, 
as previously indicated, to line up pickets, recruit persons to ask hard 
questions at news conferences, and to obtain the travel schedules of 
the various Democratic candidates. 

In early January 1972, 1 returned to Florida. At this time Mr. Benz 
had obtained two students to picket the opening of Senator Jackson’s 
headquarters in Tampa, Fla., carrying “Muskie for President” signs 
or words to that effect. He also recruited approximately 10 persons to 
picket a Muskie rally with signs relating to Muskie’s reluctance to 
consider a black American as a running mate. These activities of Mr. 
Benz were done pursuant to my suggestions. I also understand that 
Mr. Benz, on his own initiative, added a sentence to a Muskie press 
release, which announced the sending of 10,000 invitations for a Muskie 
rally to be followed by a $l,000-a-plate dinner. This press release was 
sent to one or two newspapers. 

In addition to the above, Mr. Benz and I collaborated in one way 
or another on the following matters : 

No. 1, a letter on Senator Muskie’s stationery alleging unauthorized 
use of Government typewriters by his staff. This letter was sent to 
various persons whom I do not recall at this time. 

No. 2, the placing of posters stating, “Help Muskie In Busing More 
Children Now.” The poster bore the legend “Mothers Backing Muskie 
Committee.” Approximately 100 to 150 such posters were distributed 
or posted by me. 

No. 3, the placing of stink bombs at a Muskie picnic and at the 
Muskie headquarters. 

No. 4, the sending of a letter on Muskie stationery accusing Senators 
Jackson and Humphrey of sexual improprieties. I would like to make 
clear that this letter was my idea and was not suggested by any other 
person. I assume full responsibility for its contents. Each and every 
allegation in the letter was untrue and without any basis in fact. It 
was not my desire to have anyone believe the letter, but instead it was 
intended to create confusion among the various candidates. It is my 
belief that from 20 to 40 such letters were sent out, mainly to Senator 
J ackson’s supporters. I deeply regret that I initiated this incident and 
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wish to apologize publicly for this stupid act. I can only hope that this 
apology will in some way rectify the harm done to these Senators and 
their families. 

There were other activities performed by Mr. Benz and myself 
which I cannot fully recall at this time but which generally consisted 
of picketing candidates and distributing reprints from various daily 
newspapers and magazines. 

Mr. Douglas Kelly assisted me in posting the aforementioned Muskie 
posters, and in placing an ad in a college newspaper stating : 

“Wanted. Sincere gentleman seeks running mate. White preferred 
but natural sense of rhythm no obstacle. Contact E. Muskie.” 

He also helped me place an ad in the classified section of the Miami 
Sunday Sun-Reporter stating : 

“Senator Muskie, would you accept a Jewish running mate?” and 
another ad in the same newspaper stating : 

“Senator Muskie. You wouldn’t accept a black or an American 
Indian, would you accept a Jewish running mate ?” 

There was also an ad that was placed in a local Cuban newspaper 
and on a local radio station which stated : 

“Muskie believes all people have a right to choose any type of govern- 
ment that they want. The Cuban people are no exception and the 
United States should not interfere. If elected, Muskie will attempt to 
ease the tensions between the United States and Cuba. He was born 
in Maine, and is a good American. Vote for Ed Muskie.” 

We also distributed some fliers inviting the public to a nonexistent 
open house at Muskie’s headquarters in Miami. Mr. Kelly and I per- 
formed other activities of a minimal nature which I have disclosed to 
this committee by way of staff interviews, to the best of my recollec- 
tion. I also understand that Mr. Kelly did other things about which I 
am not totally clear, since he also operated to a great extent on his 
own. 

At this time, it is my best recollection that I paid Mr. Kelly and Mr. 
Benz a total of approximately $5,500. 

In February of 1972, a man called me, identifying himself as Ed 
Warren. From a prior conversation with Mr. Chapin, I had been in- 
formed that a person would call me who would give me assistance. In 
Miami, Fla., I met with Mr. Warren and another individual who was 
introduced to me as George Leonard. I now recognize Ed Warren as 
being Mr. E. Howard Hunt. I have been unable to identify Mr. George 
Leonard; however, it is my understanding that he was probably G. 
Gordon Liddy. Mr. Warren provided me with the name of a printer in 
Miami whom I subsequently used for various purposes. I recall meeting 
Mr. Warren a second time in June 1972 at the Sheraton Four Ambas- 
sadors Hotel in Miami, Fla. During this meeting Mr. Warren sug- 
gested that I put together a group of peaceful demonstrators to picket 
the Doral Hotel during the Democratic Convention, at which time 
another group of pickets was to join in the demonstration and act in 
an unruly manner. It was explained to me that the bad conduct of the 
crowd would be blamed on Senator McGovern. It was never my inten- 
tion to create, nor did I ever participate in, any kind of physical vio- 
lence, and Mr. Warren’s plan was something in which I did not want 
to get involved. As fate would have it, the Watergate burglary pre- 
ceded these plans, and they were never carried out. 
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At this point I would like to state to the committee that at no time 
did I ever have any knowledge of, nor did I participate in, the Water- 
gate burglary or any activity involving electronic surveillance. 

It is possible that I may have met Mr. Warren on a third occasion, 
but I am unsure at this time. 

On April 1, 1972 (April Fools’ Day), in Milwaukee, Wis., Mr. Benz 
and I distributed a flier advertising a free all-you-can-eat lunch with 
drinks at Hubert Humphrey’s headquarters. I have given the com- 
mittee and the Special Prosecutor’s Office a copy of the flier. There 
was, of course, no such party. 

Also in April of 1972, in response to a telephone call from Mr. War- 
ren, I flew to Washington, D.C. I had Mr. Kelly meet me there. Senator 
Muskie was to have a fundraising dinner at the Washington Hilton 
Hotel, and Mr. Kelly and I, ostensibly acting for Muskie organizers, 
ordered flowers, pizzas, and liquor for the campaign workers. In addi- 
tion, we invited certain foreign guests and provided for their delivery 
to the dinner by chauffered limousine. A magician was also hired to 
attend the dinner and to entertain. We also made inquires about renting 
an elephant, but were unable to make the necessary arrangements. The 
purpose of all this was to cause, confusion at the Muskie dinner. Mr. 
Kelly and I also distributed a flier stating, “Come. Protest the Fat 
Cats With Signs.” This was in reference to the Muskie dinner. Mr. 
Kelly and I constructed various protest signs, but no one showed up 
to protest. 

During 1972, I performed activities of a similar, but less extensive 
and significant nature, in other States. I have given a full statement 
to this committee’s staff regarding these events. I believe my activities 
in these other States produced little, if any, commotion, and do not 
need to be elaborated on in this statement. I also feel that many 
innocent persons would be hurt if I were to disclose the names of all 
persons I contacted in my travels. Most of these persons are completely 
innocent of any wrongdoing, and to publicly disclose their names 
would be a great disservice to them. I have given the committee’s staff 
a complete list of all persons whose names I can recall. I understand 
that both the committee’s staff and the prosecutor’s office have in- 
vestigated my activities in an intensive manner. I would, therefore, 
beg the indulgence of this committee that I not be forced to publicly 
disclose the names of innocent persons, which could only damage their 
reputations unduly without serving any legitimate legislative purpose. 

In July of 1972. Mr. Kelly and I made arrangements for a small 
plane to fly over the Democratic Convention center with a trailer, 
reading: “Peace, Pot, Promiscuity. Vote McGovern.” This was my last 
political activity of the 1972 campaign. 

After newsstories began mentioning my name, I sought legal counsel 
from Mr. John W. Dean. I met Mr. Dean through Mr. Chapin and 
Mr. Strachan. Over a period of months, Mr. Dean acted as my lawyer, 
and I confided in him in this capacity. At Mr. Dean’s request, I made 
a tape recording explaining my activities in 1971 and 1972, and gave it 
to him. I also prepared a written statement and gave it, along with 
many documents, to an attorney in Los Angeles, Calif., who was sug- 
gested as counsel by Mr. Dean. It is my understanding that this attor- 
ney sent to Mr. Dean copies of the material left with him, and that 
Mr. Dean subsequently turned over said material, which were obviously 
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intended to be confidential and part, of the attorney-client privilege, 
to this committee. Although I feel that Mr. Dean betrayed my con- 
fidence, I do wish to state that at no time did he tell me to be anything 
but honest and truthful with the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and the U.S. attorney’s office. 

This general statement was prepared with the advice and assist- 
ance of my present counsel, Victor Sherman of Los Angeles, Calif., 
and was not intended by us to be a complete statement of all my activ- 
ities during the months in question. I am sure that this committee is 
now aware that my activities have been blown out of all proportion by 
the news media. I accept the fact that most of my present problems 
are the direct result of my own conduct. However, I cannot help but 
feel that I have been abused by rumor, character assassination, in- 
nuendo, and a complete disregard for the privacy of myself, my 
friends, and my family. I have literally had to avoid the onslaught 
of the media during the past year, and their attempts to get a story 
at all costs. I understand that, under various guises, some of the news 
media illegally obtained my telephone, bank account, and credit card 
records, and generally conducted their investigations without any con- 
cern for my rights. Nevertheless, this in no way lessens my sincere 
belief that, my activities were wrong and have no place in the Ameri- 
can political system. To the extent my activities have harmed other 
persons and the political process, I have the deepest regrets. I am now 
ready to answer the questions of this committee. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Segretti, your statement lias been quite full. You 
have already indicated how you first came to know Mr. Dwight Chapin 
and Mr. Gordon Straehan. As you have indicated in your statement, 
you knew them as college classmates at the University of Southern 
California. 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Now, at the time Mr. Straehan and Mr. Chapin were in 
touch with you while you were in the Army in 1971, and also during 
the period of July 1971 to June 1972, do you know what Mr. Chapin, 
Mr. Dwight Chapin’s position was ? 

Mr. Segretti. He was employed at the White House and I believe 
his position at that time was Presidential appointments secretary. 

Mr. Dash. And do you know what Mr. Strachan’s, Mr. Gordon 
Straehan’s position was? 

Mr. Segretti. All I knew at that time was that he was employed at 
the White House. 

Mr. Dash. Did you come to know that he was an assistant to Mr. 
Haldeman ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did, but that was much later into 1972. 

Mr. Dash. Now, after the series of contents you have included in 
your statement, you did in fact come to Washington on June 23, 1971, 
to meet with Mr. Straehan and Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Dash, I am not quite certain of the exact date on 
that, but it is approximately that period of time. 

Mr. Dash. Do you recall where you met Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I had dinner with Mr. Chapin and Mr. Straehan 
at Mr. Strachan’s residence. 

Mr. Dash. And it was at that time that Mr. Chapin began to dis- 
cuss with you the job opportunities that he had been talking to you 
about on the telephone? 



3986 


Mr. Segretti. Yes; it was. 

Mr. Dash. Now, is it not true that Mr. Chapin told you that what 
they were looking - for was someone to do some undercover work for 
the reelection of President Nixon and to engage in political tricks? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t recall if the term “undercover” was used, but 
secrecy was stressed. 

Mr. Dash. Well, is it a question of semantics ? I say undercover — 
Mr. Chapin did tell you at a later time that you were to use secrecy, 
that you were not to reveal your identity and much of your work was 
undercover, was it not ? 

Mr. Segretti:. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. And although you use the term of what you had engaged 
in with them as college pranks, actually what they wanted you to 
engage in was political tricks? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. You were interested in this job, were you not? 

Mr. Segretti. I was. 

Mr. Dash. In your statement, you have already given us for the 
record the information received from Mr. Chapin to contact Mr. 
Kalmbach and the meeting you had with Mr. Kalmbach in whicli 
your salary was arranged. 

Could you tell us, how much did you receive from Mi - . Kalmbach 
totally for your work during 1971 and 1972 ? 

Mr. Segretti. I can give you an approximate figure on it, Mr. Dash. 
I have it in my financial records somewhere. I think it is in the neigh- 
borhood of around $45,000. That included salary and moneys for ex- 
penses, total. 

Mr. Dash. Now, on the same day that you arranged this with Mr. 
Kalmbach, and I think the date is July 9, 1971 — do you recall that 
date ? 

Mr. Segretti. I place that date a little bit later, Mr. Dash, but it is 
in the summer of 1971. 

Mr. Dash. Did you on that day also have a meeting with Mr. 
Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did. 

Mr. Dash. And where did you meet with Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I met Mr. Chapin near the San Clemente White House 
and we went to a small restaurant in the local area. 

Mr. Dash. Now, what information and instructions did Mr. Chapin 
give you at that meeting ? 

Mr. Segretti. At that meeting, Mr. Chapin, in addition to describ- 
ing the general background of the political situation, gave me a list 
of States to concentrate on in making future political contacts. 

Mr. Dash. And were these States primarily the primary States? 

Mr. Segretti. Primarily ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And it was at this meeting that lie indicated to you that 
you were to act in secrecy so that there would be no trace back to the 
White House ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t recall specifically if that was discussed at. that 
meeting. That was discussed several times. 

Mr. Dash. But I take it, it was fairly early in your discussions with 
Mr. Chapin that he emphasized secrecy ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Dash. And that there should be no tracing back to the White 
House ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. And that you were not to use your own name ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. What, if anything, did Mr. Chapin tell you about the 
importance of the use of news media and news media impact in your 
assignment? 

Mr. Segretti. It was related to me in relationship to pickets that, 
for example, at a Muskie rally, if you were to have a Humphrey for 
President sign or two, it should be placed in proximity to where the 
media could take a photograph of it. 

Mr. Dash. Well, was he emphasizing to you that you should use, as 
best you could, news media impact ? 

Mr. Segreiti. Yes, sir. At that period of time and in relationship to 
that type of activity, yes. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did he also talk to you about the candidate you 
should spend most of your time on in terms of your political activities ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir; he did. 

Mr. Dash. Who was that candidate ? 

Mr. Segretti. That, was Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Dash. Did he indicate why ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is difficult to recall any exact conversation at this 
time — that was some time ago. But Senator Muskie at that time was 
certainly the forerunner, shall we sav, of likely prospects to run for 
the Democratic nomination. 

Mr. Dash. He was the front runner at that time, was lie not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I believe he was. 

Mr. Dash. Now, also at this meeting, and I think you have indicated 
some of this in your statement, Mr. Chapin gave you some of the strat- 
egy that, you were to use in your activities. Let me state what I believe 
you have indicated to the staff, both here and in executive session. I 
think what you have indicated in your statement, and tell me if this is 
not true, as to what the strategy was — that you were to engage in activ- 
ities to weaken the leading candidate, Senator Muskie, and to carry out 
political tricks to set one Democratic candidate against the other so that 
after the convention the staffs of these candidates would still be bitter 
and would not be able to rally behind any chosen candidate. Would 
that be a fair statement of the strategy ? 

Mr. Segretti. That would be fair except the statement you made 
about weakening Senator Muskie. I think you attribute a little more 
emphasis than at least was conveyed to me at that point in time. 

Mr. Dash. But your emphasis was on Senator Muskie and your 
political tricks and the use of your agents during that period of time 
was directed toward him and to confuse, the candidates and his cam- 
paign, was that not true ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think that could be stated, yes. 

Mr. Dash. And, therefore, it is not too strong a statement to say 
that it was an effort to weaken Senator Muskie’s primary campaign. 
It was not to strengthen it, was it? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; it was not. 

Mr. Dash. By the way, when you were first approached you were 
in the Army, were you not ? 
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Mr. Segeetti. I was. 

Mr. Dash. While you were still in the Army did you recruit some 
persons to work for you in this political project? 

Mr. Segretti. I contacted some individuals. * 

Mr. Dash. Now, following your release from the Army, which I 
understand was on September 15, 1971 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that was September 13. 

Mr. Dash. What? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that was September 13. 

Mr. Dash. September 13. Did you go to Washington to meet with 
Mr. Chapin some time toward the latter part of September? 

Mr. Segretti. I did. 

Mr. Dash. And did Mr. Chapin tell you at that time that Mr. 
Strachan would no longer be involved in the project? 

Mr. Segretti. I tend to believe that that statement, or a statement 
to that effect, was made a little earlier than that, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Well, about when, would you say for the record? 

Mr. Segretti. Prior to my release from Army active duty. 

Mr. Dasii. And thereafter you had no further contact with Mr. 
Strachan in your activities? 

Mr. Segretti. The only contact I can remember with Mr. Strachan, 
from my release from active duty until June 1972, was Mr. Strachan 
called me once on the telephone in late September or November 1971. 

Mr. Dasii. Did it have anything to do with these activities? 

Mr. Segretti. Pardon? 

Mr. Dash. Did it have anything to do with your assignment? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes ; it did. 

Mr. Dash. Would you tell what the discussion was about? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator Muskie was traveling in southern California 
and some individuals threw some eggs at his staff or at Senator Muskie, 
and it was broadcast on the news media. Mr. Strachan called me up 
to ask me if I had anything to do with that. I told him I did not, which 
is the truth. 

Mr. Dash. Did he sound disappointed ? 

Mr. Segretti. I just do not recall. I do not. believe so. 

Mr. Dasii. What arrangements — at the meeting now that I think 
we have established that took place some time in late September after 
you left the Army when you met with Mr. Chapin in Washington. — 
what arrangements did Mr. Chapin make with you for the purpose of 
contacting each other during the course of the project? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I was instructed at some point in time that I 
would — I was given his home telephone number. Generally speaking, 
I was to call the White House switchboard and I was to use another 
name. 

Mr. Dash. All right. What name were you to use ? 

Mr. Segretti. I was to use and did use 

Mr. Dash. Do you recall the name Don Morris? 

Mr. Segretti. That was the name that I did— M-o-r-r-i-s — that was 
the name that I used, although at the very first it may have been an- 
other name very similar to that, Bob Morse, M-o-r-s-e, but I believe 
the first time I called up the operator said “is that spelled M-o-r-r-i-s”, 
and I said yes. 

Mr. Dash. Was Mr. Chapin to have a code name ? 
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Mr. Segretti. I was instructed to get an answering service on my 
home telephone number in California, which I did. Mr. Chapin, if he 
were to call, and I was not in, and if he left a message, he used the 
name Mr. Chapman, C-h-a-p-m-a-n. 

Mr. Dash. Have you heard the name Bob Duane? Have you ever 
heard that as a code name ? 

Mr. Segretti. That, I believe was mentioned — at least was in one of 
the notebooks that had been — that I had given to the attorney in Los 
Angeles and eventually went to Mr. Dean. That name was never used 
to my recollection, and it was probably just part of the discussion at 
some point in time. 

Mr. Dash. Were you also to open up a post office box so that you 
could receive mail ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And did you receive mail during that period of time 
from Mr. Chapin? 

Mr. Segretti. I did receive some mail from Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Dash. And some instructions or recommendations? 

Mr. Segretti. At one time I did ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. In order to help you select agents or contacts ? 

Mr. Segretti. Contacts, I would prefer, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Well, I know we may be dealing with semantics but they 
were in fact agents of your work, were they not ? They were follow- 
ing your directions and were acting under your supervision in some 
cases and sometimes on their own but they were carrying out the 
project and the assignments you had been given by Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir; they were carrying out the assignments, yes, 
si r. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Chapin, in order to help you find such persons, 
give you a list of the 1968 advance men of President Nixon? 

Mr. Segretti. At one point in time he did. I don’t know whether it 
was a 1968 advance man’s list or not but it was a White House list of 
advance men. 

Mr. Dash. Did you use this list to make contacts ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did use that list to some extent. 

Mr. Dash. I think you have mentioned that at one time Mr. Chapin 
did send you a memo containing suggestions. Would you turn to — 
you have before you some memorandums and other exhibits and they 
are tabbed and will you turn to tab 2 [exhibit No. 200]. Would you 
look at that ? It is a memorandum, for the record, dated September 28, 
1971, 4 p.m. 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. Is this a memorandum you received from Mr. 
Chapin at your post office box ? 

Mr. Segretti. This is a memorandum I received. I do not believe I 
received it at my post, office box but at my home address. 

Mr. Dash. At your home address. 

The memorandum for the record states : 

From now on, we want to have at least one Muskie sign in among demonstra- 
tors who are demonstrating against the President. It should be MUSKIE FOR 
PRESIDENT in big letters and should be held in a location so that it is clearly 
visible. 

At Muskie events or events by other Democratic hopefuls, there should be a 
sign or two which goads them. For example at a Muskie rally there should be 
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a large WHY NOT A BLACK VICE PRESIDENT or perhaps WE PREFER 
HUMPHREY or something else that would goad him along. 

At Humphrey rallies there should be Muskie signs and at Kennedy rallies, 
there should be Muskie or Humphrey signs and so on. These signs should be 
well placed in relationship to the press area so that a picture is easy to get. 

Did you follow that recommendation ? 

Mr. Segretti. To some extent I did, yes. 

Mr. Dash. That was the general, one of the general, strategies you 
used, did you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did Mr. Chapin, also in September 1971, ask you to 
fly to Portland, Oreg., and stay at the Benson Hotel where the Presi- 
dent and his party were staying ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Tell the committee why he asked you to do that 

Mr. Segretti. Well, some of it is conjecture or speculation and I 
hate to really engage in that but perhaps it is not too speculative. I 
think perhaps one reason was to get me enthused about the job, but 
I think more of a primary reason was to let me get familiar with 
the Presidential advance and how a Presidential party was put to- 
gether in traveling and in that type of thing. 

Mr. Dash. Did he give you at that time an advance man’s manual ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am not certain whether it was given to me in 
Washington, D.C., or Portland. 

Mr. Dash. But he did give you one ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did receive one. 

Mr. Dash. Did he at that time tell you to contact Mr. Kalmbach 
to get you the first check ? 

Mr. Segretti. My first recollection was that it was told to me by 
telephone a little bit prior to that. However, my notes regarding that 
meeting do mention, I think, the term operating capital of $5,000 so 
apparently it was discussed at that point then. 

Mr. Dash. Well, shortly after that you did go back to Los Angeles 
and you did meet with Mr. Kalmbach and did receive a $5,000 check 
and expenses ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe I did. I received a check in the mail 
of that sum. 

Mr. Dash. Now, when you started out on your work, how did you 
make your political contacts; how many States did you actually visit, 
approximately ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is really a guess, to some extent, and requires my 
going over my records thoroughly. Some were very sporadic. For ex- 
ample, I remember one trip I flew. I was flying down South and I hap- 
pened to know a friend that was living in Albuquerque, from my peri- 
od of time in the military. So. instead of flying direct to Florida or 
wherever I was flying, I stopped off in New Mexico and it was a com- 
bination of both social visit and you might call it a political visit. 

Mr. Dash. About how many States did you actually 

Mr. Segretti. Maybe 12. 

Mr. Dash [continuing] . Make contacts with, is what I am really 
getting at, Mr. Segretti. I know you traveled quite a bit throughout 
the country. 

Mr. Segretti. Right. 
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Mr. Dash. In how many States did you actually place, either on the 
payroll or for serious business — people who were going to follow up 
and do work in the area of political tricks ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would say half a dozen. 

Mr. Dash. And were these primarily the States that Mr. Chapin 
had talked to you about — to emphasize your work in ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes ; they were. 

Mr. Dash. When you made these contacts with these various people 
throughout the country, what name or names did you use ? 

Mr. Segretti. At first, I believe for a short period of time, I used the 
name Don Durham and the balance of the time I used Don Simmons. 

Mr. Dash. You have already in your statement indicated that you 
were asked or you did put under surveillance, Senator Muskie, when 
he was out in Los Angeles ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Do you recall that Mr. Chapin asked you to do this? 

Mr. Segretti. Specifically? 

Mr. Dash. Or told you that Senator Muskie was going to be out in 
Los Angeles and that you should arrange pickets and things in that 
area ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. And that came from Mr. Chapin. 

When you did have him placed under surveillance, and I am not 
asking you now for the name of the individual 

Mr. Segretti. I appreciate that , Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash [continuing]. But was this just a friend or what was his 
occupation ? 

Mr. Segretti. This was an individual whose name I had gotten on a 
list from a friend that I knew in the Army, that I had worked with to 
some extent in the military service, who was assigned to the CID and 
the military which is really — stands for Criminal Investigation Divi- 
sion, and this individual was a retired CID individual and at that time 
he was working for a detective agency. 

Mr. Dash. A private detective ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would classify him as that at that time ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Now, as your statement has indicated you went out to 
Whittier College, I think, in November of 1971 ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Chapin inform you that Senator Muskie was 
going to be appearing at Whittier College ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that is how the scenario went. It is possible 
that I called Mr. Chapin to inform him of that fact, finding out from 
a local paper or a news release that I read in the paper, but my best 
recollection is that I received a phone call regarding that. 

Mr. Dash. All right, your activity at that time, I think you have 
indicated in your statement, was that you distributed a list of some 
hard questions or questions to be asked Senator Muskie ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Will you turn to tab 3 [exhibit No. 201] of the exhibits 
that are before you, and would you identify that exhibit as the hand- 
out that was given at the appearance of Senator Muskie? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Some of the questions that you were asking to be put to 
him were : 
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Do you refuse to even consider a black or Chicano as a running mate? 

Your public answer that they do not yet have political equality only fosters any 
bias that exists and avoids the question. 

Do you speak in terms of equality for minority yet send your children to all- 
white private schools? 

That was the tenor of your question, was it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. During your operation at Whittier, did you receive any 
communication from Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did. 

Mr. Dash. What was the form of that communication ? 

Mr. Segretti. I received a Xerox copy of what I now believe to be 
a page from the White House press summary. 

Mr. Dash. Will you look at tab 4 [exhibit No. 202] I think- - 

Mr. Segretti. We have it. 

Mr. Dash. On tab 4, if you have that before you, there appears on 
page 10, of what appears to come from the White House press sum- 
mary that goes to the President, a reference to Mr. Muskie’s appearance 
at Whittier. I just want to read a couple of lines from there : 

Reynolds said that he had come prepared for conservative questions, but the 
Chicanos gave him no chance and Big Ed proved that he can keep his cool. 
Muskie reported that he was pleased by the reception he received from those 
willing to listen. But more importantly, said Reynolds, he proved he can keep 
his temper under stress. 

Now, does there appear on that news summary some handwriting 
addressed to you ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. And is that handwriting Mr. Chapin’s ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe it to be Mr. Chapin’s. 

Mr. Dash. Would you read what the handwriting says with refer- 
ence to the item I just referred to ? 

Mr. Segretti. It states: “Don — note we really missed the boat on 
this. Obviously, the press now wants to prove EM” — I believe that 

Mr. Dash. Ed Muskie, I believe? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. [Continues reading:] “Can keep his temper. Let 
us prove he cannot.” 

Then there is another little notation and there is one more little com- 
ment that says, “Your Q,” which I take it to mean “My question.” 

Mr. Dash. And does that refer to the fact that in the news summary 
there is a statement that Muskie favored abortions for therapeutic rea- 
sons and one of the questions you had in your handout referred to 
abortions. Is that correct? 

Mr. Segretti. That is true. 

Mr. Dash. And he was giving you credit for the fact that your ques- 
tion got into this news summary ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did you do any work in the New Hampshire pri- 
mary ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did not. 

Mr. Dash. What happened in New Hampshire ? 

Mr. Segretti. I was instructed to go to New Hampshire. I did. I met 
with an individual whose name was given to me. I found him to be a 
very personable and likeable gentleman — very knowledgeable in poli- 
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tics. He seemed very receptive to my ideas. I felt so much at ease with 
him that I gave him my true name. 

Mr. Dash. Then what happened afterwards? 

Mr. Segretti. I received a phone call and was told to leave New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. Dash. Who called you ? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Dash. And what was his problem? What was your problem? 

Mr. Segretti. My problem was that I had used my real name, and 
apparently, this individual had called around Washington to find out 
who I was. 

Mr. Dash. I guess in that sense, you had blown your cover in New 
Hampshire ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Chapin then indicate that you should stay out 
of the New Hampshire campaign and go to another State? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir, he did. 

Mr. Dash. What State did you next, go to and spend most of your 
time at that point ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, the next primary schedule was Florida and that 
is where I went. 

Mr. Dash. Now, I think you made, in your statement you have indi- 
cated that you recruited two agents in Florida, Mr. Benz and Mr. 
Kelly. How did you contact Mr. Benz ? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Benz was quite by accident, really. When I ar- 
rived in Tampa, I called a local Republican office and asked whoever 
answered the phone if he knew of any individual that might like to 
do some part-time work and I was given the name of Mr. Benz. 

Mr. Dash. And Mr. Kelly ? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Kelly’s name I received from Mr. Benz and I re- 
ceived it from another individual when I went to Miami, whose name 
I got from the White House advance list. The name of Mr. Kelly came 
up both times, so I subsequently called Mr. Kelly. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did you instruct Mr. Benz and Mr. Kelly to engage 
in various activities, to create great confusion among the Democratic 
candidates in such a way that they would blame one another? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Were they also to infiltrate the Muskie campaign? 

Mr. Segretti. They were not. People associated with them were to. 

Mr. Dash. I did not hear your answer. 

Mr. Segretti. I do not believe they personally were to. 

Mr. Dash. Were they given the independence to recruit other per- 
sons? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir, they were. 

Mr. Dash. And did they have other persons infiltrate the Muskie 
campaign ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe they did. 

Mr. Dash. What was the purpose of infiltrating the Muskie cam- 
paign ? 

Mr. Segretti. Primarily to obtain campaign schedules. 

Mr. Dash. But while they were there, were they to take anything 
else they could find ? 
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Mr. Segretti. Anything else they could come across that would be 
information would classify as a bonus ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. You had contacts in California at that time as well, did 
you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Any contacts I had in California at that time really 
were rather minimal, but I believe I did. 

Mr. Dash. But you did develop contacts in California ? 

Mr. Segretti. To some extent, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And they also infiltrated, both in Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, the Muskie campaign ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Now, during the time you were recruiting and traveling, 
you have indicated that you maintained contact with Mr. Chapin. Is it 
true that Mr. Chapin actually received periodic reports from you, that 
you sent Mr. Chapin copies of material that you had distributed and 
a list of things that would reflect your conduct ? 

Mr. Segretti. As a general practice, I would. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did there come a time when you received, at your 
box in Los Angeles, copies of a Muskie pamphlet ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Would you turn to tab 6' [exhibit No. 158*]. This is a 
pamphlet that the committee has already received in evidence. 

Mr. Segrettt. Yes; this is the pamphlet; yes, sir, a copy of it. 

Mr. Dash. Purported as being issued by a group called Citizens for 
a Liberal Alternative ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Which has a picture of Mr. Muskie with a large cigar 
out of his mouth, identifying him as a person who is no different from 
the Nixons, Agnews, Mitchells, Connallys, we have now. The com- 
mittee has already had this exhibit introduced during the time 
Mr. Buchanan was a witness. 

Were you aware, by the way, that that pamphlet was prepared by 
Mr. Khachigian, Mr. Buchanan’s assistant, was edited by Mr. Bu- 
chanan, and was printed by the Committee for the Ke-Election of 
the President with the approval of Mr. Magruder, Mr. Mitchell, 
Mr. Haldeman ? 

Mr. Segretti. I have absolutely no idea. 

Mr. Dash. How many copies of the pamphlet did you receive? 

Mr. Segretti. I can take a guess ; 500 to 1,000. 

Mr. Dash. What did you do with the pamphlets; these 500 to 1,000 
copies ? 

Mr. Segretti. I read it. Upon reading it, it appeared to be somewhat 
out of date by the time I received it. It was after the Florida primary. 
I have no clear recollection of where it was distributed, but I believe 
some were sent on either to a friend of mine in Chicago or perhaps 
someone else. I have no real clear recollection, really, what was fully 
done with it. 

Mr. Dash. All right. I think you have covered fairly fully your 
relationship with Mr. Warren who — did you know, by the way, at 
that time that he was E. Howard Hunt ? 

Mr. Segretti. I had no idea. 

Mr. Dash. I think you now know* that he was ? 


•See p. 4055, 
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Mr. Segretti. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Dash. I tliink you fairly fully related your relationships with 
Mr. Hunt at that time, but did he also suggest to you, at one point, 
that you could be of assistance to the President’s policies in Vietnam 
by having certain telegrams sent ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. What did you do in that respect ? 

Mr. Segretti. I called my associates, I believe, making — just pri- 
marily repeating the suggestions or requests, and I believe some of 
those were followed up on. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know how many names you had put on the tele- 
grams ? 

Mr. Segretti. I personally sent two telegrams, a total, perhaps of 200 
names. 

Mr. Dash. About 200 names. 

Where did you get those names ? 

Mr. Segretti. A number of them I made up. Another group of names 
I took from a list that I had from the California Shirley for Presi- 
dent delegates — Shirley Chisholm for President. 

Mr. Dash. And on that list of names that you did not make up, that 
were real names, did the persons’ names appear 

Senator Gurney. Mr. Chairman, apparently, we have a live quorum. 

Senator Ervin. The committee will stand in recess until 1 o’clock. 

[Whereupon, at 11 :15 a.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
1 p.m., the same day.] 

Afternoon Session, Wednesday, October 3, 1973 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. 

Counsel will resume the interrogation of the witness. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Segretti, you have already given the committee infor- 
mation that Mr. Benz, through various people that he had employed, 
placed some infiltrators in Muskie’s and also in Jackson’s campaign ; 
is this not right ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Now 7 , w T as there an occasion when one of these infiltra- 
tors in Senator Muskie’s campaign in Tampa leaked to the press that 
there was to he a secret $1,000 plate fundraising dinner ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know 7 what happened as a result of that leak ? 

Mr. Segretti. I understand that the dinner which v T as to be attended 
by 17 individuals was subsequently canceled. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, and, therefore, the dinner was canceled as a result 
of that information becoming public. 

Mr. Segretti. I heard that, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Now, you have stated in your statement that you had 
various schoolbusing posters printed up involving Mr. Muskie. 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Would you look at tab 8 [exhibit No. 198]. You will find 
at tab 8 in your series of exhibits, because of the size of the poster, 
it is somewhat broken up, but I think the poster read: “Support 
busing now, support more children now.” I think I have a copy of this 
and you can see it. It says : “Help Muskie support busing more chil- 
dren now.” Is this the poster you are referring to ? 
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Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. And the reference in the bottom “Mothers backing Muskie 
committee,” was that a committee that you made up ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. There is no committee by that name, to my 
knowledge. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Segretti. This, you could say was my committee. 

Mr. Dash. Your committee? 

Mr. Segretti. One of them. 

Mr. Dash. You were one of the mothers backing Muskie ? 

Senator Ervin. Counsel, pardon me. That was a committee which 
existed only in your contemplation ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Senator. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, although I am going to be asking that 
the various exhibits be introduced, this particular exhibit is one that 
does not appear very clear in our collection of exhibits and I would 
like to have this reconstruction of the poster marked for identification 
and admitted in evidence as part of our record. 

Senator Ervin. That will be done. It will be marked as an exhibit 
and admitted as such. 

[The poster referred to was marked exhibit No. 198.*] 

Mr. Dash. Do you know how many posters of that kind that you 
had printed up ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe the total was 300. 

Mr. Dash. Where were they distributed ? 

Mr. Segretti. Primarily in Florida. My best guess is 100 to 125 in 
Florida. Perhaps a dozen or so were posted in and around Chicago. 
I believe some were sent to an individual I knew in Indiana. However, 
they were never used, to my knowledge, and that is the total. 

Mr. Dash. Did you send copies or a copy of the poster to Mr. 
Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. To the best of my recollection, I did. 

Mr. Dash. And this was in keeping with your sending him, regu- 
larly, various copies of things that you were distributing? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did your Florida agent distribute anti-Wallace 
cards purporting to be backing Mr. Muskie? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe Mr. Benz had some printed up and they were 
so distributed. 

Mr. Dash. Would you take a look at tab 18 [exhibit No. 214]. You 
will notice that part — I only direct your attention to the printed card : 
“A vote for Wallace is a wasted vote; on March 14th cast yonr ballot 
for Senator Edmund Muskie.” Is that one of the cards? 

If you turn the page, again looking at the printed part, the printed 
card: “If you liked Hitler youll just love Wallace.” Under this was 
“Vote for Muskie.” Was that one of the cards ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir. I understand that the one — this was the same 
card printed on two sides ? 

Mr. Dash. Printed on two sides ? 

Mr. Segretti. There was only one card, to my recollection. 

Mr. Dash. Then, what I just read was on two sides of one card ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 


‘Seep. 4267. 
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Mr. Dash. I think you have also testified that you were aware, in 
fact participated in, sending out false letters on Mr. Muskie’s cam- 
paign stationery. 

Mr. Segketti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. And you referred already to one of them. Now, there is 
one particular letter you referred to in your statement which was es- 
pecially scurrilous and accused Senator Jackson and Senator Hum- 
phrey of, serious accusations of, sexual and drinking misconduct. I 
think in due respect to Senator Jackson and Senator Muskie and 
Senator Humphrey, against whom this letter was used, that it would 
not be fair to read the actual language of the letter into the record. 

Mr. Segretti. I agree, Mr. Dash. That letter is untrue. I sincerely 
regret that any copies of that were sent out. 

Mr. Dash. Would you agree with me without my reading it into the 
record, to demonstrate this for the record, that it w T as an especially 
vicious and scurrilous letter ? 

Mr. Segretti. I will agree it was a scurrilous letter. 

Mr. Dash. How much did it cost you to print that letter and dis- 
tribute it? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe $20 was sent to Mr. Benz to do that. 

Mr. Dash. Did you send a copy of that letter to Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe I did, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Did you get a response from him ? 

Mr. Segretti. No. 

Mr. Dash. Do you recall Mr. Chapin telling you that for your $20 
you received $10,000 to $20,000 worth of free publicity but to be care- 
ful next time? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, or words to that effect. 

Mr. Dash. Were stink bombs used against Mr. Muskie’s campaign in 
Florida? 

Mr. Segretti. There were three instances when a substance, which 
name I do not recall now, were either attempted or were placed in 
places involving Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Dash. Was one of them Senator Muskie’s headquarters in 
Tampa ? 

Mr. Segretti. I understand that did take place. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know who placed that particular bomb ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Sherman. Mr. Dash, excuse me, I think it should be made clear 
these were not bombs in the sense of exploding bombs or anything of 
that nature. It was more to create a smell rather than explode to dam- 
age other persons, that should be made clear. 

Mr. Dash. Its purpose was to create such an odor that people could 
not occupy the place when the bomb did whatever it was supposed to 
do, is that correct ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, perhaps that states it a little strong but cer- 
tainly to make it unpleasant. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know what was — where the particular substance 
was placed in the Muskie headquarters in Tampa ? 

Mr. Segretti. No; I do not. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know how they were able to place the substance 
in the headquarters ? 
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Mr. Segretti. I have understood, after the fact, that it was put in 
through a window or screen. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know, as a matter of fact, that they had to break 
into that window to do it ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, I do not. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Benz did not report that to you ? 

Mr. Segretti. If — my recollection is that a screen was pried open 
and a window lifted, something to that effect. 

Mr. Dash. Well, would you then say that the prying open of the 
screen is breaking into the headquarters ? 

Mr. Segretti. It certainly was an unauthorized entry. 

Mr. Dash. I won’t take you back to your law school burglary days 
but — not your act of burglary but your definition of burglary — as to 
what the breaking in would require but, in fact, it was a breaking in of 
that headquarters ; was it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t know the complete facts of what occurred 
there. I was told after the fact that the substance was placed in 
Senator Muskie’s headquarters in the Tampa area. Now my recollec- 
tion as to the details of how it was put in is somewhat vague. I do, 
however, remember that it seems to me a screen was pried open and a 
window lifted. 

Mr. Dash. Was this on the primary day itself ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t recall that, Mr. Dash. It could very well have 
been. 

Mr. Dash. And if it were on the primary day, would you agree that 
would be quite disruptive of the activity of the headquarters that day, 
that important day ? 

Mr. Segretti. It could very well be, yes. 

Mr. Dash. Who did you hire to work for you in the Pennsylvania 
primary ? 

Mr. Sherman. Could we have a moment? [Conferring.] 

Mr. Segretti. I had a young man in the Philadelphia area who was 
given, I believe, the sum of $100. 

Mr. Dash. We have some exhibits which have his name on them and 
what was his name? 

Mr. Segretti. His name is Mr. Zimmer. 

Mr. Dash. Did he pass out literature and organize anti-Muskie 
pickets at Muskie rallies ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe he did some of that. 

Mr. Dash. All right. Now, will you turn to tabs 16, 17, and 18 
[exhibits Nos. 212, 213, and 214]. Start at 16. Do you recognize what 
appears to be a clipping from the Pennsylvania Voice, of Wednesday, 
April 19 — an article called Points of Order by a journalist whose name 
is Blair Stobaugh ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do. 

Mr. Dash. Without reading the article — specifically that article 
refers to Senator Muskie’s effort in Philadelphia to speak in the pres- 
ence of demonstrators and hecklers during the course of his speaking, 
is that not true ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is true. 

Mr. Dash. Now, all around — by the way, how did you receive this 
clipping? 

Mr. Segretti. By mail. 
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Mr. Dash. Is it true that you received this clipping from Mr. 
Zimmer ? 

Mr. Segretti. To the best of my belief, it came from Mr. Zimmer. 

Mr. Dash. Do you notice around the clipping some handwriting? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Which refers to the clipping itself, and could you read 
that for us ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I will, Mr. Dash. 

Left-hand side toward the top it says, “This whole article is about, 
and by one of my people. Pennsylvania Voice, circulation” — I believe 
that says 10,000, I am not sure. This may be a student newspaper up 
there, a student-oriented paper, I am not certain of that. It says, “Don : 
great ! I didn’t think that we could get this in print. Protesters, counter- 
protesters, us” 

Mr. Dash. There are three, “us, us, us” underscored, quite bragging. 

Mr. Segretti. “Blair” — I can’t read the last name, I can’t pronounce 
it — “Stobaugh was one of my own henchmen.” 

Mr. Dash. He is the writer of the article ? 

Mr. Segretti. His name is on the article ; yes. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Mr. Segretti [continues reading] : “I didn’t think that this would 
make the paper so I forgot to tell you about it. I didn’t see it until 
Thursday night right a fter I talked to you.” 

The rest of it is a little difficult on this copy. 

Mr. Dash. Can you make it out on the bottom ? “These are all my 
‘protesters’ ” and the word “great” underneath. 

Mr. Segretti. That seems to be what it states. 

Mr. Dash. Will you turn to tab 17. Actually as you have them, I 
think, Mr. Segretti, they are put in the wrong order. If you will turn 
to the next page, and do you see at the top where it says, “Skip — Philly 
April 23, 1972.” 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Who was Skip ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was Mr. Zimmer. 

Mr. Dash. Was that his nickname ? 

Mr. Segretti. I imagine. 

Mr. Dash. He was known as Skip Zimmer. Could you just read — can 
you read his note to you at that time ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; it says: “Don, talked to Jack Cannon, Senator 
Humphrey’s deputy press secretary, tonight about the paying of 
demonstrators by M’s people” — I assume that means Senator Muskie’s 
people. 

Mr. Dasii. Muskie’s people. 

Mr. Segretti [continues reading] : “Gave him names, places, et 
cetera, told him I was reporter Bob Schmidt of the Daily News, and 
that our paper had received calls and letters about it. He said the Sen- 
ator had no comment for publication but they said ‘oft’ the record’ 
were in fact 

Mr. Dash. If you turn over to the next page it follows “aware” 

Mr. Segretti. It looks like “Aware this had been going on and there 
were hecklers”- 

Mr. Dash. “And they were checking further,” I think it says, could 
you read that ? 
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Mr. Segretti. “Checking further into the matter and that the Fair 
Campaign Practices Committee had been contacted but that” — his 
writing is a little difficult — “but that further proof might be needed 
to make the charge stick for publication purposes,” et cetera. He also 
said ‘oif the record’ that the H people” — I assume Humphrey peo- 
ple — “were very disturbed and planned to complain to John English 
about it personally on Monday.” 

Mr. Dash. Wasn’t that a case, Mr. Segretti, where Mr. Zimmer had 
employed hecklers against Muskie % 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe Mr. Zimmer ever employed any heck- 
lers, Mr. Dash, to my knowledge. 

Mr. Dash. Well, apparently posing as a reporter he contacted Sena- 
tor Humphrey’s headquarters, and told them that Muskie’s people had 
placed the hecklers. 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. And this was part again of the strategy of playing one 
candidate off against another ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. To create divisiveness ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. Do you know the signs that are drawn underneath the 
last statement in red which Mr. Zimmer gives you as illustrations of 
the signs they used during the Muskie rally ? 

Mr. Segretti. Right. 

Mr. Dash. And one says, “Muskie, Florida ; 9 percent, Wisconsin, 10 
percent; Pennsylvania, 11 percent (with luck)” in parentheses. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And then the next one says “M-u-s-k-i-e spells loser, 
H.H.H. is the man.” 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Another one says “probusing Ed’s kids go to private 
school.” 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr Dash. I will read, down at the bottom there appears to be in 
handwriting — “Muskie looked right up at these two”— meaning the 
first two — “right in front of him as he left, and scowled perceptibly,”— 
so apparently, Mr. Segretti, what you were doing had some effect as 
being reported back to you by your Philadelphia agent, that you were 
getting Mr. Humphrey and Mr. Muskie pretty upset, 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. However 

Mr. Dash. Is it true ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would like to state that Mr. Zimmer at times did 
have a tendency to perhaps embellish a little bit, so I think to some 
extent, such as the term “henchman” and so forth, was embellishment 
upon the language. 

Mr. Dash. Now, Mr. Segretti, turning to the California campaign, 
did you have copies of the headquarters stationery, campaign sta- 
tionery, from Mr. McGovern, Mr. Yorty, Mr. McCarthy, Mr. Hum- 
phrey, printed up ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have them printed up by a printer ? 

Mr. Segretti. Through a printer given to me by Mr. Warren, now 
Mr. Hunt. 
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Mr. Dash. Did you also have anti-Humphrey bumper stickers 
printed up ? 

Mr. Segketti. I did have some. 

Mr. Dash. Would you look at tab 20 [exhibit No. 216] ? I will just 
hold this up. 

Humphrey ; he started the war ; don’t give him another chance ; Democrats 
for Peace Candidate. 

Is that one of the bumper stickers that you had printed up '? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. By the way, that Democrats for Peace Candidate, what 
organization was that ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was me again, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. That was Donald Segretti. 

How many of those did you have printed up ? 

Mr. Segretti. I really do not recall, without looking into my rec- 
ords, the number. I would guess perhaps 1,000. 

Mr. Dash. Where were they distributed ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe some were distributed in California. My 
guess is the number would be 100, 150. 

Mr. Dash. Apparently, now, this is an attack on Humphrey, where 
the emphasis had been Muskie in the past. It shifted to Humphrey. Can 
you explain why now the emphasis has shifted to Humphrey ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I would not want to characterize the emphasis 
as switching to Humphrey at all. 

Mr. Dash. Well, maybe I can put the question another way. 

Did Mr. Chapin, after the Wisconsin primary, tell you to stop 
focusing upon Senator Muskie and to begin driving a wedge between 
the leading candidates? 

Mr. Segretti. He mentioned two candidates. 

Mr. Dash. Which candidates ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator Humphrey and Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Dash. And w as this an effort to do that ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. These bumper stickers primarily, perhaps 75 of 
them, were mailed to Humphrey delegates. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did you also have a pamphlet printed up and dis- 
tributed in California with regard to Mr. Humphrey ? If you look at 
page 23, you can identify this pamphlet — tab 23 [exhibit No. 219]. 

Now, that pamphlet shows a photograph of Senator Humphrey 
holding a billfish, does it not? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dasii. And underneath the photograph is printed “A fishy smell 
for the White House”? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. And did you actually — this pamphlet looks very much 
like the earlier pamphlet that you identified, which was against Muskie, 
which had come out of the White House. You testified that you did not 
know it did, but it had been mailed to you and copied in about 5,000 
copies. 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. Was this dummied up from that pamphlet? 

Mr. Segretti. I thought the pamphlet I received relating to Sena- 
tor Muskie was, seemed to be well done. I took that pamphlet and I 
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patterned this pamphlet after it. The pictures I took from Time or 
Newsweek magazine. 

Mr. Dash. And you have a picture inside of a UMW president, 
Tony Boyle, and a picture of Senator Humphrey, “Memories of 1968 — 
stop the bomb — end U.S. aggression.” 

Is that correct? If you will turn the page, you will see those photo- 
graphs. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And this particular pamphlet again repeats pretty much 
the language that was in the Senator Muskie pamphlet. “Hubert H. 
Humphrey would be no different from the Nixons, Agnews, Mitchells, 
Reagans, we have now.” 

“He is the ‘boss-candidate’,” et cetera, and it is pretty derogatory of 
Senator Humphrey, is it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is pretty much a copy of the same language that 
was in the pamphlet regarding Senator Muskie. 

Mr. Dash. Well, this one seems to make Humphrey kind of a war- 
monger, does it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I do not know if I would term it “warmonger.” 

Mr. Dash. Well, also, it refers to him as a Democratic boss-candi- 
date, does it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, it does. 

Mr. Dash. Apparently, the sponsor on this particular one— differ- 
ent from what appeared on the Muskie one, which said “Democrats for 
a Liberal Alternative,” says “Democrats Against Bossism, T. Wilson, 
Chairman” — is that again you ? 

Mr. Segretti. That, again, is a committee of one — me. 

Mr. Dash. And who is T. Wilson — chairman? Is that a phony 
name? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not know. That is just a name. 

Mr. Dash. How many of these pamphlets did you have printed up ? 

Mr. Segretti. I had printed up, I believe, 3,000, something along 
that line. 

Mr. Dash. And where were they distributed ? 

Mr. Segretti. There were some distributed in northern California. 
I would say the number distributed up there were 100, 150. A few were 
mailed. I would say the total distributed perhaps, I would guess per- 
haps 300. Somewhere along that line. 

Mr. Dash. What impression were you attempting to create with 
this kind of pamphlet with the Humphrey supporters ? 

Mr. Segretti. That another Democratic camp was distributing such 
leaflets. 

Mr. Dash. As a matter of fact, did you know that Senator Hum- 
phrey was quite stirred up and actually believed that Senator Mc- 
Govern or Senator Muskie had printed this pamphlet ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did not know that. 

Mr. Dash. Now, using the stationery of the various candidates that 
you had printed up — now known as bogus stationery — did you send 
out a false letter on McCarthy campaign stationery over the signa- 
ture of Barbara Barron ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Dash. Who is Barbara Barron ? 
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Mr. Segretti. I am not really sure who she is. I believe she was a 
campaign worker in McCarthy headquarters. 

Mr. Dash. Is that her signature that appeared on that letter? If 
you will look at the tab, tab 21 [exhibit No. 217] is it? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe a facsimile. 

Mr. Dash. This actually was a forgery of her signature, was it 
not ? Or somebody signed her name ? 

Mr. Segretti. Somebody signed her name, yes. 

Mr. Dash. Now, the contents of the letter essentially is on McCarthy 
1972 headquarters stationery. 

Mr. Segretti. Right. 

Mr. Dash. It is addressed to McCarthy delegates, is it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. And does it not ask that McCarthy delegates switch 
their support to Senator Humphrey ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Also, if you just turn the page, was there not a similar 
letter on McCarthy stationery, also purportedly signed by Barbara 
Barron, sent to Shirley Chisholm supporters ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; essentially it is the same letter. 

Mr. Dash. The same letter ? 

Mr. Segretti. With a few minor changes. 

Mr. Dash. And the letter essentially says, if they were interested 
in Senator McCarthy, they should switch their support to Senator 
Humphrey, even though Senator McCarthy’s ideology is more closely 
associated with Senator McGovern. Is that the gist of the letter ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would say so, essentially. 

Mr. Dash. Who got these letters, the McCarthy delegates and 
Chisholm delegates, is that correct? 

Mr. Segretti. Some McCarthy delegates and some Chisholm dele- 
gates did receive these. At the same time the others were mailed, some 
were addressed, but intentionally, no stamp was put on so that they 
would go back to the McCarthy headquarters so they would be aware 
of it. 

Mr. Dash. Now, Mr. Segretti, did you compound this and send a 
form letter on Mayor Yorty’s campaign stationery, purported to be 
written by a disgusted Yorty worker, blaming Yorty for these Mc- 
Carthy letters ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe there were four or five such letters typed 
and sent. 

Mr. Dash. Look at tab 24 [exhibit No. 220] . 

This appears to be a full page display of May 26, 1972, of the 
Los Angeles Free Press. The headline is: “Is Mayor Yorty Involved 
in a Plot To Sabotage McGovern?” And there is — as you will see — 
a photograph of the bogus Yorty letter, which was your production, 
which purports to be written by a person who just says they thought 
that politics was dirty, but this is the last bit, that they were going, 
they were going to quit the Yorty campaign because of it, and it 
attaches copies of the two letters just referred to on the McCarthy 
stationery, one to a McCarthy delegate and one to a Chisholm delegate, 
is that not true ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is true. 

Mr. Dash. And all of this was your handiwork ? 
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Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. What was the purpose of all this ? 

Mr. Segretti. Just to confuse the candidates. 

Mr. Dash. I take it you were quite successful in this ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is hard for me to categorize success or not. The Free 
Press is an underground newspaper out there. 

Mr. Dash. Now, did you have knowledge of false press releases sent 
out on Humphrey press release stationery ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes ; I did three of these. 

Mr. Dash. You drafted them yourself ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Did one of them say that Lyndon Johnson favored 
Hubert Humphrey ? 

Mr. Segretti. Or words to that effect. 

Mr. Dash. And did one of them state that Shirley Chisholm was at 
one time confined to a mental institution in Virginia ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And you made that all up ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And in effect, you made a false charge ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is not correct. 

Mr. Dash. It is not correct? 

Mr. Segretti. I mean the charge is not correct. 

Mr. Dash. These all came out of your imagination ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Were these sent to the newspapers, false press releases on 
Hubert Humphrey stationery ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And were they printed ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe they were mimeographed, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. Did the newspapers pick up the story ? 

Mr. Segretti. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Dash. Did you send copies of these false press releases to Mr. 
Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And what was his reaction to that ? 

Mr. Si!Gretti. There was a comment that he laughed for a period 
of time regarding the press releases. 

Mr. Dash. He thought it was funny that you sent a press release 
saying that Shirley Chisholm was at one time confined to a mental 
institution in Virginia ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Did you have an anti-Muskie ad distributed outside Mus- 
kie’s fundraising dinner in Los Angeles ? Look at tab 13 [exhibit No. 
209]. 

Mr. Sherman. May we have a moment, Mr. Dash. [Conferring.] 
Thank you. 

Mr. Dash. If you will look at tab 13, you will see an advertisement 
which is under the name of Stewart K. Mott, chairman of the Commit- 
tee for Honesty in Politics. And it is headed “Disgusting, the Secret 
Money in Presidential Politics.’' There is a reference to Senator Mus- 
kie’s failure, according to the ad, of making a full disclosure, financial 
disclosure. Now, did you take this ad out of a New York newspaper and 
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reproduce it for this particular Muskie fundraising dinner in Los 
Angeles ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe I took it out of a New York newspaper. 
I saw it in some newspaper. It was an ad. I clipped it out thought it 
was quite good, and 

Mr. Dash. Did you add the printed language at the bottom ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I did add that. 

Mr. Dash. The language at the bottom says: “Now he says he will 
disclose” 

Mr. Segretti. That is where it starts. 

Mr. Dash. “Now he says he will disclose the fat cats behind him 
(after he lost badly in Florida and cried in New Hampshire). Why is 
he waiting for full disclosure — is it to fix up his books?” 

Then you have at the bottom : “The committee will look for your 
names as part of Muskie’s fat cats. They better be there.” 

You and your operatives were giving this ad to people who were 
attending that Muskie dinner at this time and they were being told 
that their names better be there. Is that not true ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe some of those were passed out ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. And I take it the purpose of passing that out was to put 
them in fear that there was some 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t think the purpose is to put them in any fear. 

Mr. Dash. You don’t think the language carries a threat of some 
sort? 

Mr. Sherman. Well, there is a great difference between fear and a 
threat. 

Mr. Dash. Would you accept a change of the question to saying you 
feel that that language poses some threat ? 

Mr. Segretti. The purpose of that language was to irritate people 
rather than to actually frighten or threaten them. I take this language 
now and I took it then to be, to some degree, political rhetoric or 
puffing, in a sense. 

Mr. Dash. I think you have also given us one of your final acts. You 
have said that during the Miami Democratic Convention, your agent, 
Mr. Kelly, had a plane fly over carrying a sign against McGovern say- 
ing “Peace, Pot, Promiscuity — Vote McGovern.” 

Mr. Segretti. That was a trailer, I believe. 

Mr. Dash. A trailer. 

What caused your own activities to come to a halt? 

Mr. Segretti. At one time, I had been visited by the FBI and I think 
that sobered me up a great deal. I started to think about these activi- 
ties. A little bit later, I was instructed to cease. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Montoya — excuse me. Mr. Thompson, par- 
don me. 

Mr. Thompson. I will yield to the Senator if you prefer to go ahead. 

Senator Ervin. No, go ahead. 

Mi-. Thompson. Thank you. 

Excuse me, Mr. Segretti, let me direct your attention to document 
No. 22 [exhibit No. 218], I believe you have it there. The sheet en- 
titled “George McGovern’s Real Record on the War.” It deals chrono- 
logically with how Senator McGovern voted on various issues pertain- 


21-296 0 - 74 - 


■8 



4006 


ing to the war. Down at the bottom, it says : “Don’t believe it. Check the 
record. Prepared by Students for Honesty in Government.” 

Was that another one of your committees ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, it was and it wasn’t, Mr. Thompson. I think 
this would be the correct way to give you an answer. Perhaps I should 
explain that. 

This flier was obtained, I believe, by Mr. Kelly in the Miami area. 
I can’t recall exactly, whether it was told to me it came from either 
Senator Muskie’s or Senator Humphrey’s campaign ; in other words, 
people working with him. It was picked up. I subsequently had some 
reproduced and distributed those or had those distributed myself. 

Mr. Thompson. This document was picked up at either Muskie’s or 
Humphrey’s headquarters ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I don’t want to say that. It was picked up in 
the areas being distributed by those individuals. Whether it was 
actually picked up at their headquarters, I have no knowledge. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Kelly could testify to that, I assume. 

Mr. Segretti. I imagine he could. 

Mr. Thompson. You redistributed it, is that correct ? 

Mr. Segretti. Pardon ? 

Mr. Thompson. You redistributed this document ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Thompson. I notice at the top there is a signature that appears 
to be that of Mr. McGovern ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Thompson. Do you know how that came about, who signed 
that? 

Mr. Segretti. It was related to me that Mr. Kelly attended a rally 
somewhere in the Miami area. Mr. Kelly folded this document up anil 
as a souvenir — after the talk Senator McGovern was giving auto- 
graphs, and as a personal souvenir of his, he went up and Senator Mc- 
Govern signed this document, 

Mr. Thompson. So Senator McGovern signed his autograph on this 
particular document ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Segretti, you have related, I believe, just about 
all of your activities, some amusing and some not amusing at all. 

Mr. Segretti. I agree with you, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. Let me ask you this ; generally speaking, how were 
these ideas thought up ? Were they planned out in advance? Was there 
a game plan, so to speak, as to what you would do at one time? 

Mr. Segretti. No; to be very frank with you, a number of them 
were just thought up over a beer or two. 

Mr. Thompson. Thought up over a beer or two ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. By whom, usually ? 

Mr. Segretti. Myself, perhaps one or two other individuals assist- 
ing me. 

Mr. Thompson. Such as who ? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Kelly or Mr. Benz. Sometimes I would think them 
up and suggest them to them. No set pattern. 

Mr. Thompson. How long were the sessions in which you would 
discuss these ? 

Mr. Segretti. Some were longer than others, none very long. 
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Mr. Thompson. How many of the people you were operating with 
knew about what you were going to do before it was done? 

Mr. Segretti. Specifically ? 

Mr. Thompson. Yes. 

Mr. Segretti. Generally, I would have to say no one. 

Mr. Thompson. Generally you would have to say what ? 

Mr. Segretti. No one. 

Mr. Thompson. No one else ? 

Mr. Segretti. There were a few examples, minor examples, earlier, 
however. 

Mr. Thompson. Well, who would know about it beforehand — any- 
one at the White House, for example ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe possibly Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Thompson. In what sense ? 

Mr. Segretti. Some pickets at the Democratic dinner in San Fran- 
cisco that had “Kennedy for President'’ pickets — I think there were 
three or four pickets. There may have Ibeen one or two other minor ex- 
amples such as that. 

Mr. Thompson. But that is the nature of the activity that was known 
beforehand at the White House by Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Thompson. I believe you said you reported to Mr. Chapin on 
some regular basis what you were doing? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. Would that be all of your activities, or could you 
give us a certain percentage of your activities that were reported to 
him? 

Mr. Segretti. It is hard to recollect a percentage. I would say as a 
general matter, of course, I would send what was done to Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Segretti, you, as I stated, listed several activities 
that you were involved in. Were there activities in the dirty tricks area 
or the prank area during the campaign that you were aware of that 
you have gotten credit for which you did not in fact do ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe there are, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. Could you relate those to us ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, the Canuck letter is one that stands out in my 
mind. I am sure there are others. 

Mr. Thompson. Are you saying that you did not write the Canuck 
letter ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did not write the Canuck letter. I have no idea who 
ivrote the Canuck letter. What more can I say? 

Mr. Thompson. Did you in fact run a spy school ? 

Mr. Segrettt. No. 

Mr. Thompson. Was that not reported? 

Mr. Segretti. It Avas reported, I believe in the Washington Post 
and perhaps other neAvspapers, that I Avas running a spy school in 
the MidAvest. 

Mr. Thompson. Do you know how that story came about ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; I believe that came about from a story given to 
the Washington Post by Mr. LaAvrence or Larry Young in California. 

Mr. Thompson. Who Avas Mr. Young? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Young Avas an individual that I knew at the 
University of Southern California. I believe he kneAV Mr. Chapin 
and Mr. Strachan also. The Washington Post or one of their reporters 
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went to see Mr. Young and subsequently obtained a story in which 
it contained, among other things, an allegation that I was running 
a spy school in the Midwest. 

Mr. Thompson. What about the allegation that you prefaced your 
grand jury performance by having been shown FBI 302’s. Is that 
part of the same story ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that was in the same story and I believe 
that came from Mr. Young, too, and that is false. 

Mr. Thompson. Do you know why Mr. Young would state these 
things that have been related to you ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is very hard for me, sitting here — at other times, I 
have thought of it a great deal why Mr. Young, whom I had con- 
sidered to be a very close individual to me for a number of years, 
would do such a thing. I think part of it was plain politics. He was 
a liberal Democrat and I guess I didn’t term my friendships in terms 
of Republican or Democrat. Perhaps that was sort of my problem with 
Mr. Young. But after the November election, he did send to my 
parents, who he knew, and to myself a card stating to some degree, 
the election is over with, it is water under the bridge now, and let’s 
get together again. 

Mr. Thompson. Do you know whether or not he submitted a letter 
to the Special Prosecutor, Mr. Cox, with regard to these allegations? 

Mr. Segretti. I have no idea. 

Mr. Sherman. Mr. Thompson, we did have a copy of that letter and 
we did make it available to the Special Prosecutor’s office. I believe 
we showed a copy of the letter to Mr. Lenzner, too. 

Mr. Thompson. I am just reminded, I think you probably did. I 
would like to know a little more about it if you remember the contents 
of the letter. 

Mr. Segretti. As far as I could remember or recall — off the top of 
my head now- — that letter effectively said, essentially said, he was 
visited by individuals from the Washington Post, and that they told 
him that they were going to print a story that tens of thousands of 
dollars of campaign funds were channeled through his law firm for 
various and sundry activities. In response to that he felt, along with 
that and the fact that he was not 

Senator Ervin. There is a vote on in the Senate and I expect we 
may have a short roll call and maybe we had better go over there and 
vote immediately. 

[Recess.] 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Thompson, will you resume interrogation of the witness? 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, I believe the witness was in the mid- 
dle of an answer, and if he recalls the question and his initial response, 
I would just like for him to pick up where he left off. We were re- 
ferring to a letter Mr. Young had written explaining the reason why 
he had told newspaper reporters that you had nm a spy school and 
had done various other things which you say you did not in fact do. 
Would you pick up on that and tell us what Young related as his rea- 
sons for his actions ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, essentially, he related to me the fact that if he 
did not give the press a story they were going to print a story re- 
garding him that was untrue. To a great degree it was a letter saying 
to let bygones be bygones and to be friends again. 
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Mr. Thompson. The newspaper reporters told him they were going 
to print a story that was untrue unless he gave them that information ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was the thrust of the letter written to me. 

Mr. Thompson. What information was untrue ? 

Mr. Segretti. That large sums of money were channeled through 
him to be used in the reelection of President Nixon. 

Mr. Thompson. Do you know if there is any factual basis for that 
at all ? 

Mr. Segretti:. I do not believe there is any factual basis. 

Mr. Thompson. Young was not for Nixon, was he? 

Mr. Segretti. So far as I know, he was not. 

Mr. Thompson. Did a story subsequently appear in the Washington 
Post setting forth these allegations ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; that is correct, Mr. Thompson. I think that is 
right. 

Mr. Sherman. I think that article was dated October 10, 1972. 

Mr. Thompson. October 10. 

I think I will pick that up on another round. I will not take time 
to read the entire letter right now. You say you were shown FBI 
reports — FD-302 forms — before your grand jury appearance in 
August ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. I will ask you whether or not you have, at any time 
since the Watergate breakin, been shown by anyone other than the 
FBI any FBI FD-302’s? 

Mr. Sherman. At this point we would ask for a ruling from the 
Chair. We had discussed this previously, I think, with both you, Mr. 
Thompson, and Mr. Dash, that this does go into a matter — another 
matter, we do not feel has any relevancy to these hearings at all, and 
has been disclosed to the special prosecutor in this case and I would ask, 
unless the question is framed in terms of resolution 60, we would say 
it has no relevancy now. We would ask for Senator Ervin’s under- 
standing on the issue. I explained it fully to Mr. Dash in private and 
also Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, if I understand it correctly, and I 
do not want to state counsel’s case for him ; I really would prefer for 
him to state his own case. My own feeling is that any time subsequent to 
the break-in — pursuant to the break-in, if he was shown an FBI report 
by anyone dealing with the Watergate investigation— 

Mr. Sherman. We would object to that unless the question was 
framed within terms of the resolution having to do with the 1972 
campaign and it would be irrelevant, and I can state for the record, 
if any reports were shown it was certainly after the election was over 
and was not part of any coverup and does not involve any persons in 
any way that are under investigation by this committee. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, I would simply state so far as rele- 
vance is concerned, w T e are talking about the investigation of the Water- 
gate matter. I will not belabor the point by referring to witness after 
witness after witness who have related similar matters concerning all 
aspects of the Watergate investigation. This pertained to the Water- 
gate investigation. Anybody in possession of an FBI report, especially 
if he shows it to a person who is a subject of the investigation, I think 
the facts should be brought out. I am not necessarily asking for a name 
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of an individual. If that individual is the object of an investigation 
by Special Prosecutor Cox, while it is not a courtesy we have shown 
other people involved in this case, for my part, I do not necessarily 
care to have a name if the source can be identified. 

Senator Ervin. I think it would have to be somebody who would be 
competent. I cannot see, if some third party that is not involved in any 
of the transactions that are authorized to be investigated by the com- 
mittee, how it would be admissible. I do no know exactly what the evi- 
dence is but we are not investigating the FBI particularly. 

Mr. Sherman. The problem is, if I may be more specific and indi- 
cate the exact ground of the objection, that in effect ive told you any- 
how. But as I say, we told Mr. Lenzner and Mr. Dash quite sometime 
ago and I think I indicated to you yesterday and it certainly is a third 
party to this investigation having absolutely nothing to do with it. 

If the chairman feels we must answer the question, then, of course, 
Mr. Segretti will answer it, but certainly I do not think it is within 
the Senate resolution. 

Mr. Thompson. If the chairman please, I am not really sure that I 
understand the nature of the objection as it pertains to Mr. Segretti 
or what the objection is. 

Senator Ervin. Counsel says that it is not germane to what the 
committee is authorized to investigate. I cannot tell whether it is, not 
knowing what the answer would be. 

Mr. Sherman. Of course, if I tell you the answer then, in order for 
you to make an intelligent judgment, we have answered the question 
but I tolcl Mr. Dash and maybe Mr. Dash can tell you. 

Mr. Thompson. I would suggest that Mr. Dash inform the chairman 
now in private and let the chairman make a ruling. 

Senator Ervin [conferring] . I frankly cannot see where this throws 
any light on what we are investigating. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, if you rule that it is not relevant, 
then, of course, I won’t pursue it. 

Senator Ervin. Well, on the information supplied to me by Mr. 
Dash, I will so rule. 

Mr. Sherman. Thank you. Just so it is clear, however, that Mr. 
Segretti is in no way protecting any person, is not being forthright 
with this committee, lie has fully disclosed this information months 
ago to Mr. Lenzner and to the special prosecutor and is cooperating 
fully in their investigation into this matter. 

Mr. Thompson. Of course what we are trying to do is lay out all the 
facts of this investigation, which have been repeated many times, be- 
fore the American people ; to have all aspects of it made public, past 
Mr. Lenzner or the prosecutor or myself, so we have a ruling on it. 
You understand my concern ; I am not interested in dragging up any- 
one’s name even though you seem to have firsthand facts regarding 
that situation, even if that person is innocent, but I thought, based upon 
prior testimony we have heard and matters which have been considered 
relevant by this committee, dating back sometime before the election, 
sometime after the election, that it was relevant; but the chairman 
has ruled and I won’t pursue it any further. 

Let me refer to document No. 25 [exhibit No. 221], if I might, Mr. 
Segretti. 

Mr. Segretti. All right, Mr. Thompson. 



4011 


Mr. Thompson. It appears to be a copy of a daily register of the 
Towne Motel in Miami, I believe, dated June 10, 1972? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Thompson. I have noticed this since our interview, frankly, in 
reviewing the documents. There is listed a Mr. Simmons, No. 7, I 
assume that is you ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was me, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Thompson. What were you doing in Miami that particular 
time ? What was your reason for being there ? 

Mr. Segretti. To talk to Mr. Kelly and to talk to another individual 
that I knew at that time under the name of Mr. Warren; in other 
words, Howard Hunt. 

Mr. Thompson. What were you discussing at that time ? 

Mr. Segretti. The conversation with Mr. Hunt related to a proposed 
activity at the Democratic convention. 

Mr. Thompson. What was the proposed activity ? 

Mr. Segretti. The proposed activity related to creating a peaceful 
group of demonstrators ostensibly for Senator McGovern. Mr. Hunt 
was going to have another group merge with the peaceful demon- 
strators and act in an unruly manner and the unruly demonstration 
would be blamed on Senator McGovern. 

Mr. Thompson. I direct your attention to this particular document 
because I see there listed No. 11 — Mr. Martinez. Have you ever met the 
Martinez who participated in the Watergate break-in ? 

Mr. Segretti. I have not ; not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Thompson. Have you seen him or were you aw r are he was there 
if, in fact, he was the same man ? 

Mr. Segretti. As a matter of fact, this was the first time I ever 
noticed this and I have no idea. It could be a coincidence — no idea. 

Mr. Thompson. Well, if it is, it occurs more than once with regard 
to another official, Mr. Gonzales. If you will check over the next 
couple of pages, on June 11 you have Mr. Simmons listed again under 
No. 7, and in No. 12 you have an entry of Mr. Gonzales. Do you know 
whether or not that was Mr. Gonzales who participated in the Water- 
gate break-in ? 

Mr. Segretti. I have no idea. 

Mr. Thompson. That is June 11, and again on June 

Mr. Sherman. Mr. Thompson, I might point out the spelling may 
be different but there also is another Gonzales staying there on the 
same day, No. 23, which indicates a fairly common name. 

Mr. Thompson. I was wondering about that or whether or not the 
same man checked back in. 

Mr. Sherman. It is a different spelling for the name Gonzales, how- 
ever. 

Mr. Thompson. It appears to be the same to me. 

Mr. Segretti. I might state, Mr. Thompson, perhaps this may or 
may not explain it, that this motel — it is in close proximity to where I 
was told to meet Mr. Warren. It is within a few blocks, perhaps that 
would account for it, but if those were the same individuals involved 
in the Watergate escapade it is pure coincidence. 

Mr. Thompson. On the next one, June 12, No. 23, Mr. Gonzales 
again. You have Martinez on the 10th, Gonzales on the lltli and 12th, 
and you were there from the 10th through the 12th. 
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Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Thompson. But you were not aware that these people were there 
if these were the people involved in the DNC break-in. 

Mr. Segretti. I am not. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Hunt did not discuss their presence with you ? 

Mr. Segretti. He did not. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions at this 
time. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Montoya. 

Senator Montoya. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Segretti, prior to your indoctrination into these practices, what 
did you conceive to be the preelectoral process under our constitu- 
tional system in the United States? 

Mr. Segretti. I conceived the electoral process of the United States 
to be, one, where hopefully the best candidate for the office would 
obtain that office. That is essentially through the political process. 

Senator Montoya. Well, did you conceive as part of that thinking 
that he should obtain the office honestly and by open, free, and undecep- 
tive discussion on the campaign trail with the American people? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Montoya. And what led you to change? 

Mr. Segretti. That is a difficult answer for me to give. I have 
thought of that myself many times, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. Give me the genesis of it, or the transformation, 
the gradual transformation, if it was gradual. 

Mr. Segretti. I have never come up with an adequate answer to 
myself for that. 

Senator Montoya. What ingredients can you supply us with that 
led you to transform yourself from that type of thinking into what you 
actually did ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think there were a combination of factors, Senator. 
I think — No. 1, I think it was the individuals who contacted me ; the 
fact that they were old friends; the fact that I had — still have — re- 
spect for them, even though a lot of water has gone under the bridge. 
I think the fact of, in a sense, working for high officials, that is, the 
"White House — I think that was a factor. I think the fact that it was 
at a particular stage in my life: the Army was not a career that I 
wanted to pursue. I was in it for the period of time that I was obligated 
to do the best job I could in the military but after that I wanted to go 
out and do something else. There was a change of pace from that and 
it sounded like a great deal of travel, and I think those are all factors 
that must be listed. 

Senator Montoya. Did you understand your mission to be in the area 
of pranksterism or dirty tricks ? 

Mr. Segretti. I heard perhaps a different — or an attempted de- 
lineated difference by Mr. Buchanan. It is very hard for me to draw 
the line between the two. I think you can draw the line between ex- 
tremes. When it was first approached to me I certainly looked upon 
it as in the category of pranks. 

Senator Montoya. You mentioned in your own statement on page 3, 
that one of the reasons why you agreed to accept the position w T as the 
fact that you were now being given the opportunity of working for the 
the White House ? 
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Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Montoya. Did you, during all this time, think that you were 
working under the umbrella of the White House, so to speak ? 

Mr. Segeetti. I believe in a sense that would be a correct statement ; 
yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. And I notice from the record of communication 
with Mr. Chapin, who was an employee of the White House, that you 
were in quite frequent contact with him from the time that you began 
your employment until after you ceased as a result of the investigation 
that began in 1972. 

Mr. Segrettt. That is correct. 

Senator Montoya. Now, it stands to reason that during all this time, 
in addition to the initial contact that you had with Mr. Chapin and Mr. 
Strachan, that you were receiving quite a bit of instruction from these 
people as to how to conduct yourself and what to do in the different 
State primaries in Florida, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, California, 
and the other States. Is that correct? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. Now, how extensive was the instruction that you 
received from these two individuals which I have mentioned and other 
individuals ? And please name them if you can ? 

Mr. Segretti. I had very little contact with Mr. Strachan; I wish 
to make that clear. Since the time of my, shall ive say, employment up 
until post- Watergate, and even then, my contact, I believe, was one 
meeting — one brief meeting. Other than that, my contact at the White 
House, excluding Mr. Dean, was Mr. Chapin. My instructions from 
him, if you can call them instructions, were to a very great extent very 
passive, rather than do this or do that or any specifics. 

Senator Montoya. You were reporting to him what you intended to 
do, say a day or two from now and you were reporting, also to him, 
what you had done previous to the time that you were calling him. You 
were in constant communication with him, were you not, and relating 
all these things to him ? 

Mr. Segretti. Pretty much, Senator. There were periods of time 
later on when Mr. Chapin was out of the country. There was no regu- 
lar schedule of contacting him. One week it may be several times arid 
then perhaps, there may be a 2-week period that there would be no 
contact. 

Senator Montoya. Were you submitting written reports to him, too? 

Mr. Segretti. There may have been one or two very brief ; nothing 
formalized. 

Senator Montoya. Were you sending him copies of the different 
fliers and pamphlets that you were putting out ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I was. 

Senator Montoya. And, of course, you were getting communications 
from him in return as to whether they were in proper taste or very 
proper within the orbit of the mission that you were performing ? 

Mr. Segretti. At times ; yes, sir. Many times, there was no response 
that I can really recall. 

Senator Montoya. Now that you look back on what you did and 
now that you have reflected quite a bit, would you say that what you 
actually did, and especially those things about which you have testi- 
fied this morning, fall into the category of being pranks rather than 
dirty tricks ? 
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Mr. Segretti. I would say they cover the whole gamut, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. Then, is it your testimony that they would be 
classified also as dirty tricks ? 

Mr. Segretti. Some were; yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. Well, would you not say most of them were ? 

Mr. Segretti. I have never really sat down and categorized them. 
But I agree with you. 

Senator Montoya. You do agree with me ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. All right, fine. 

Now, in view of this, would you say that you w-ere actually sub- 
verting the free electoral process as you envisioned it when you were 
a young lawyer fresh out of law school and fresh out of the Army, and 
before you were contacted by the White House ? 

Mr. Segretti. I never really analyzed it in that term, but looking 
back at it, certainly during the time that I was doing it, I had no 
thought along that line. I think if I had the wisdom at that time to 
look at it in that light and with some degree of perspective and 
objectivity, which I really did not have — hindsight is a very valuable 
thing at times — I think I would have been long gone from these 
activities. 

Looking back on it, it is not a — none of these activities, I believe, 
are ones that should be included in the American political system. 

Senator Montoya. Now, you mentioned on page 10 of your state- 
ment, and I quote you as follows : 

However, I cannot help but feel that I have been abused by rumor, character 
assassination, innuendo, and a complete disregard for the privacy of myself, my 
friends, and my family. 

Well, this observation leads me to extend my sympathy to you. Now, 
do you not think that you were practicing that very same thing on 
Presidential candidates and also practicing deception on the American 
people when you were engaged in this mission ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I agree. And I regret it very much, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. And you also submitted some deceptive state- 
ments to the press, ostensibly ascribing them to the different Presi- 
dential candidates. Now, do you think that this was proper and within 
the free press guarantees of the Constitution ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think it is improper and I do not think incorrect 
distortions, untruths, or anything of that nature should be disseminat- 
ed by the press or by any individual . 

Senator Montoya. In other words, Mr. Segretti, do you not feel 
that by virtue of what you did, you have disappointed many people 
in the United States, especially young people in your age group ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. And do you not feel that if we are to have a 
free electoral process, there should be not only a rededication on the 
part of both political parties to insure to the American people the free 
electoral process and to exhort the press to disseminate as much in- 
formation on each candidate on its pages untainted by things such as 
you did in the last campaign ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that both political parties and all candidates 
should run in the future — that may run in the future — should look at 
themselves in a very critical light, and any activity such as what I was 
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engaged in, or others may have been engaged in, should not take place. 

Senator Montoya. Now, you have testified that you feel that you 
were done a disservice by those whom you trusted, those friends with 
whom you attended college, in that they recruited you to perform this 
task and it degenerated into something that was very distasteful to you 
as you look back — in retrospect. Do you have the same feeling with 
respect to those young people that you recruited yourself to carry out 
some of these missions ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. And is it now your feeling that there should be 
an alertness on the part of youths throught the United States that they 
should not lend themselves or permit themselves to be used for this 
kind of a mission ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think I should answer it in these terms: I heard 
Mr. Strachan testify when he was asked whether young people should 
come into politics. Mr. Strachan’s statement was: “Stay away.” I 
can certainly understand that statement. There is many a morning 
that I have waked up and I have said to myself, I wish I had stayed 
away, or I wish I had had that advice myself somewhere along the 
line, or have somebody sit down with me and say, Don, do you really 
want to get involved in things like this, rather than just by law? 

Then, I heard another individual — I do not recall who it was — 
perhaps Mr. Haldeman, in a call for young people to come into 
politics. 

My own feeling is that I think our country would be a lot better 
off if young people, particularly young people, were to get involved 
in the political system, but not blindly. I think when they come into it, 
they should come in with a very critical eye. They should go into it 
very carefully. I think there are some good things that have come out 
of this entire. — the entire events of the last year and a half. I do not 
think it is — it has been a tragedy for, certainly, the people involved and 
also for our system. But I think the good thing that could come out of 
it would be that young people or people that are presently involved, 
young or not, would really be very critical of their activities in regard 
to the political process. 

Senator Montoya. Thank you very much. My time has run out. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Weicker. 

Senator Weicker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have a few 
very brief questions. 

On page 5 of your statement, Mr. Segretti, you say at the top : 

In December of 1971, I traveled to the State of Florida for the purpose of 
seeking additional contacts. During my visit, I met a Mr. Robert Benz in Tampa, 
Fla., and a Mr. Douglas Kelly in Miami, Fla. 

How did you come across these two individuals? Were these persons 
that had been referred to you ? How did you find them ? 

Mr. Segretti. I came across Mr. Benz somewhat by chance after I 
arrived in Tampa. I really had no one to call there. 1 did call a local 
Republican headquarters and asked the individual who answered the 
phone if he knew of a young man who might be interested in doing some 
political work of some type, part time. He gave me the name of Mr. 
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Benz. I talked to Mr. Benz. Mr. Benz seemed knowledgeable about 
politics and seemed to be interested in getting involved in the type of 
activities I had in mind. 

Subsequent to leaving Tampa, I was going to go down to Florida 
in conformity to the list that was given to me earlier of places to get 
acquaintances to help me out with my endeavors. 

Senator Weicker. What list was that ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was a list of States that I was supplied earlier 
in my employment by Mr. Chapin. Mr. Benz mentioned the name of 
Mr. Kelly. 

Upon arriving in Miami, I happened to call an individual that 
was on the White House advance list that had been supplied me and 
that individual gave me the name of Mr. Kelly. So I had Mr. Kelly’s 
name from two sources and I subsequently called him. 

Senator Weicker. Let me just he clear on this. You got Mr. Kelly’s 
name from Mr. Chapin’s original list? 

Mr. Segretti. No, no, sir. I got a name from the White House list 
supplied me by Mr. Chapin of an individual in Miami. I called that 
individual 

Senator Weicker. Who was that individual ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, he is an individual that, other than my con- 
tacting him that one time 

Senator Weicker. All right, could you supply his name to the com- 
mittee, then ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe I have, and I would be happy to supply it to 
you off the public light, shall I say, without any problem. 

Senator Weicker. Fine, 

Mr. Segretti. He mentioned the name of Mr. Kelly. 

Senator Weicker. Then you also were in touch with the White 
House advance man ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was the 

Senator Weicker. That was the advance man ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. He was not currently working as an advance man. 
He had at one time, I believe, performed functions as an advance 
man. 

Senator Weicker. I see. 

When you called Mr. Chapin, were these calls to the Committee 
To Re-Elect the President, or were they calls directly to the White 
House ? 

Mr. Segretti. They were calls to the White House switchboard. 

Senator Weicker. I gather from the statement which you made 
earlier, or your opening statement — I beg your pardon. Let me correct 
myself. I gather from the statement you made before the staff of the 
committee that there were occasions when apparently, your operation 
was conducted simultaneously, and I am now talking about protesters, 
et cetera, with another Republican operation. Were you aware of this? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir, I was not, I had no idea that anybody else 
was operating. 

Senator Weicker. Well, the reason why I am asking this is, and let 
me have you respond any wav you want to. It seems to me that there 
might have been sort of two dirty tricks operations going on in water- 
tight compartments. Am I correct in assuming that ? 
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Mr. Segretti. Well, it is difficult for me, because I have no personal 
knowledge of that from my position, but certainly watching the hear- 
ings and from what I have read in the press, it is very possible. 

Senator Weicker. But your operation, then, I gather, received its 
direction from the White House? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Weicker. And the other operation seemed to have its direc- 
tion out of the Committee To Re-Elect the President. You have no 
personal knowledge of that ? 

Mr. Segretti. T do not. 

Senator Weicker. And there is no time that you came into conflict 
with each other ? 

Mr. Segretti. Not to my knowledge. The only cross there may be — 
well, I was thinking about that one pamphlet that was mailed to me 
and where that came from, I really don’t know. But from testimony, 
that apparently originated in the White House also. 

Senator Weicker. Then lastly, in the course of your activities dur- 
ing that period of time that the Democratic primaries were going on, 
were you ever assisted in your task by Democrats, in other words, sup- 
porters of any one of the Democratic candidates who might have 
shared a similar goal, to put the other candidate under? Was that a 
field for recruitment as far as any of your activities were concerned ? 

Mr. Segretti. Not really. 

Senator Weicker. Or any information supplied to you by 

Mr. Segretti. By other Democrats ? 

Senator Weicker. Yes. 

Mr. Segretti. Not to my knowledge. I believe the one individual I 
knew in Philadelphia used one of the Democratic — some Democratic 
workers at a rally. He had printed up some fliers that the large print 
was “Trust Muskie” or “Trust Senator Muskie.” He went to the rally 
and I believe he gave a few of those — I think we are talking in terms 
of 50, 60, 70— leaflets to some of the local staff workers who then took 
those and passed them out themselves. Beyond that, it would be that 
type of, it would be extremely minimal, if at all. 

Senator Weicker. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Inouye. 

Senator Inouye. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

During the latter part of September, Mr. Segretti, you visited Port- 
land, Oreg., and stayed at the Benson Hotel. 

Mr. Segrettt. Yes, sir, I did. 

Senator Inouye. Of the many people you communicated with, there 
must have been some involved in your special activities. 

Who were these people ? 

Mr. Segretti. I beg your pardon, sir ? 

Senator Inouye. Did you communicate with anyone in Portland re- 
lating to your sabotage activities ? 

Mr. Segretti. I called two individuals. They were essentially, to 
some extent, social calls. Nothing came of those contacts. They never 
did anything for me. That was the extent of it. 

Senator Inouye. What was your conversation with the district 
attorney ? 

Mr. Segretti. He was an individual whom I knew from the Army. 
He was a reservist and he w T as the only individual I knew in Portland. 
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I called him up and I asked him if he knew of anybody that might 
want to get involved in political activity. He gave me the name of an 
individual, and I called him up and he said he was not interested. That 
was the extent of it. 

Senator Inouye. Did you describe to the district attorney the scope 
of your political activity ? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; I did not. 

Senator Inouye. Before the election day, besides Mr. Chapin, Mr. 
Strachan, and Mr. Porter, were there others in the White House who 
were aware of your sabotage activities ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, I did not know Mr. Porter. I have never met 
Mr. Porter. As a matter of fact, before all this publicity, I did not even 
know the name of Mr. Porter. 

Senator Inouye. Besides Mr. Chapin, Mr. Strachan, and Mr. Dean, 
were there others who were aware of them ? 

Mr. Segretti. If there were, I have no knowledge of that. 

Senator Inouye. Besides Mr. Kalmbach, Mr. Hunt, and Mr. Liddy, 
were there others in the Committee To Re-Elect the President who 
were aware of your special activities? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t know whether Mr. Kalmbach was at any 
time. So far as Mr. Hunt, his knowledge of what I was doing was ex- 
tremely limited. Mr. Liddy’s knowledge of what I was doing or Mr. 
Leonard, if that is Mr. Liddy — and I assume at this time that it was — 
was also extremely limited. 

Senator Inouye. In mid-November of 1972, Mr. Dean is supposed to 
have offered you a job in Montego Bay for about $35,000. 

Mr. Segretti. What was that date again, Senator ? 

Senator Inouye. Mid-November 1972. 

Mr. Segretti. That is about the time frame ; yes, sir. 

Senator Inouye. What, was the purpose of this ? 

Mr. Segretti. The purpose of him offering me a job ? 

Senator Inouye. Was this to get you out of town ? 

Mr. Segretti. It could have been. It was not communicated to me as 
such, but that could very well have been the reason. 

Senator Inouye. Do you know a Mr. Alex Shipley ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I do. 

Senator Inouye. Mr. Shipley has indicated that you said the fol- 
lowing: “Nixon knows that something is being done. It is a typical 
deal. Don’t tell me anything and I won’t talk.” 

What did you mean by this, sir ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am not really sure, Senator. For one thing, that state- 
ment is attributed to me and it occurred 2 years ago, practically. Mr, 
Shipley at that time when I — I knew him in the military service. At 
the time I contacted him, he apparently, as soon as I contacted him, 
contacted a friend of his who was on the Democratic staff committee or 
something, and subsequently contacted the Washington Post to tell 
them that somebody had contacted Mr. Shipley. So it is really hard for 
me to really say what I meant by that, for the reason that I don’t 
really recall saying that. 

Senator Inouye. Weren’t you trying to recruit Mr. Shipley ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I was, but I had no knowledge whether Mr. 
Nixon or President Nixon knew anything that I did. 
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Senator Inouye. You have indicated that Mr. Hunt suggested that 
you disrupt Senator Muskie’s April 17 fundraiser in Washington. 
Mr. Hunt has denied this. Which version is correct, sir ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, all I can tell you is Mr. Hunt called me on the 
telephone and told me about a Muskie dinner in Washington, D.C., 
and asked me if I would be willing to come back to Washington, B.C., 
and do some activities in relation to that dinner. 

Senator Inouye. Mr. Hunt has also denied meeting you in New 
York City and giving you a copy of the Newsweek article on Mrs. 
Muskie. 

Mr. Segretti. I never met, to my recollection, Mr. Hunt in New 
York City. 

Mr. Sherman. I don’t believe that his part of any statement or part 
of any staff interview that was ever given, that Mr. Segretti met with 
Mr. Hunt in New York City. 

Senator Inotjye. These documents that you received from Washing- 
ton, were you made aware of the offer of these pamphlets ? 

Mr. Segretti. Are you talking about the pamphlets relating to Sen- 
ator Muskie ? 

Senator Inouye. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Segretti. No, I was not. And, Senator, I am not at this time 
clear that they were mailed from Washington to me. I don’t know 
where they were mailed from. 

Senator Inouye. Did Mr. Chapin tell you where they were mailed 
from ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir, he did not. 

Senator Inouye. And to the best of your recollection, you did not 
recruit anyone in Portland to work for you ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, I did not ; no, sir. 

Senator Inouye. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Gurney. 

Senator Gurney. Mr. Segretti, I think in your statement it says 
that you started your political activities in college, University of 
Southern California ; is that right ? 

Mr. Segretti. To some degree, I would say that is correct. 

Senator Gurney. Campus politics ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gurney. What did you do there in campus politics ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I ran for an office there but I think many people 
ran for offices there. It was not that unusual. 

Senator Gurney. Is this prank business the sort of thing that goes 
on in campus politics ? 

Mr. Segretti. Certainly not of this magnitude ; no. 

Senator Gurney. What do they do in campus politics that is any- 
thing like this ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, it is really hard for me to recollect that. For 
one thing, I was not that involved in campus politics there. I was in- 
volved but I had other interests at the same time. I was not a political 
science major, I was a business major and I think much has been made 
of the fact that I was a great activist as far as politics at USC. I think 
many people were much more involved in politics at USC than I was. 
I think the type of thing that may have been going on there would be 
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that you could plant a friendly individual in an opponent’s camp to 
find out what was going on. 

Senator Gurney. At least some of your activities in the 1972 cam- 
paign was somewhat of an extension of campus politics ; was that it ? 

Mr. Segretti. To some extent, I would say that is correct. 

Senator Gurney. In your statement on page 3 — and I quote from it — 
you say : “During the initial period of my employment I myself had 
no specific idea as to what I was doing or how I was to do it.” Is that 
not really pretty much the whole operation, really ? 

Mr. Segretti. Looking back on it I would say that is true, Senator. 

Senator Gurney. Because as 1 recall your testimony in answer to 
questions by Mr. Thomspson, you thought these things up on the spur 
of the moment ; is that right ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Gurney. You had no real guidance out of Washington? 

Mr. Segretti. Just general — just a general theory to work from. 

Senator Gurney. I am curious about the Florida primary which, of 
course, was the first big political primary in the 1972 campaign. Any- 
body who knew anything about Florida politics, of course, knew what 
was going to happen and that was that Gov. George Wallace was going 
to take that race going away, as, indeed, he did.He got more votes than 
the next three people next to him in line, Humphrey, and Muskie, and 
Jackson. Why waste time on the Florida primary; everybody knew 
that Wallace was going to win. 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, I could not agree with you more. As a matter 
of fact, I would even like to extend that and why waste time with 
any of this ? 

Senator Gurney. I would agree with that, too. [Laughter.] But 
Florida especially, since that was so evident as to what was going to 
happen. 

This McCarthy letter, I am also interested in that. 

Mr. Segretti. In what, sir? 

Senator Gurney. The McCarthy letter. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gurney. In California. So help me this would seem to 
boost the candidacy of Hubert Humphrey, was that what it was 
intended to do ? 

Mr. Segretti. It was not really intended for that purpose. 

Senator Gurney. If I got it I would as a McCarthy supporter, I 
think I would view it as that. My observation there is why promote 
Hubert Humphrey’s candidacy in California when everybody on our 
side wanted George McGovern to win ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, as originally 

Senator Gurney. It was a pretty hot, close race right down to the 
wire. Republicans were really trembling in their boots for fear 
Humphrey might win it. Why help out Humphrey ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I think there are two ways to think of that. I 
think the more realistic and politically astute thinking would be, that 
Senator McGovern would certainly be the best choice the Democrats 
could make for the Republicans in the 1972i race for the Republican 
campaign in this sense. 

Perhaps another line of thinking would be, that if the Democrats 
went into the campaign without any clear choice, that they would fight 
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a little harder at the campaign and it would be more difficult for them 
to unite. But I think that is not really a very viable theory, certainly 
not in the context of 1972. 

Senator Gurney. Well, I must say it is too subtle for my political 
mind. It seems to me to be a pitch for Humphrey. 

Mr. Segretti. Certainly it is way over my head, too. 

Senator Gurney. As I understand you — how many people did you 
have engaged in your operation ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, do you mean at any one time or how many 
people ? 

Senator Gurney. No, the whole bag. 

Mr. Segretti. You say, “engaged in your operation.” Does that 
mean people who actually went out and did something affirmative, 
or just people that I talked to and nothing came of it? 

Senator Gurney. People who did something affirmative. 

Mr. Segretti. Well, primarily I would say there would be two 
others, perhaps three others. There were other individuals that did 
perhaps one or two activities, one or two small activities, and I would 
place their number at another six, seven, perhaps eight. 

Senator Gurney. Three principals and about eight others? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Senator Gurney. The reason why I am asking the question, if 
you read in the media about the Segretti operation, you would get 
some idea there were about 5,000 spies in America and some kind of 
a great big political operation was about to sink the country? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gurney. I am glad to know you only had 11 in this 
“rinkydink” operation. 

Mr. Segretti. Well, even 11, I think, is perhaps overemphasizing. 

Senator Gurney\ It is true, and this answers some of the colloquy 
you have had with others that there were thousands and thousands 
of young people on the Republican side working for Richard Nixon 
in a legitimate way, is that not a fact ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right, and I cannot help but think at this 
point in time that there would be a heck of a lot more benefit to 
channel my energies and the energies of others on an aboveboard, 
legitimate way. 

Senator Gurney. Well, I am very glad you think that, and I believe 
your sincerity. But the point I wanted to make is, that this was a very 
tiny operation involving 11 people where thousands of other fine 
young people in this country were working hard for the reelection of 
Richard Nixon. 

Mr. Segretti. I agree. 

Senator Gurney. In retrospect, do you think this $45,000 spent on 
this operation really influenced any votes? It really mattered? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I think Theodore White in his book, I think, 
assessed it correctly. 

Senator Gurney. What did he say ? 

Mr. Segretti. He said something to the effect that the Chapin- 
Segretti operation, if it could be determined that, had the weight of 
a feather. 

Senator Gurney. Well, I think I would agree with that, too. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


oi — oo r . n_j 7 a. 
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Senator Ervin. Senator Talmadge. 

Senator Talmadge. Mr. Segretti, will you tell us what your activ- 
ities were following the breaking and entering of the Watergate 
complex? 

Mr. Segretti [conferring with counsel]. Very briefly, Senator, I 
was in California when that occurred. I heard it over the news. I 
really — I don’t believe I did anything about it. Subsequent to that, 
I was contacted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and I con- 
tacted Mr. Chapin and subsequently was put in touch with Mr. John 
Dean 

Senator Talmadge. Will you pull the mike a little closer to you? 
I cannot hear your voice. 

Mr. Segretti [continuing]. And subsequently met Mr. John Dean 
in Washington, D.C. 

Senator Talmadge. Then what happened after that ? 

Mr. Segretti. I talked with — I met Mr. Dean — I talked with him 
very briefly the day I met him, and then I talked to him the next day 
at his office, and then I flew back to Los Angeles, Calif., and met agents 
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, do you mean what were his activities over 
a long period of time or 

Senator Talmadge. I wanted to know whether or not your activities 
of subversion and sabotage continued following the breaking and 
entering of Watergate. Just exactly what you did after that. 

Mr. Segretti. The only thing that I can recall after that was the 
plane that flew over the Democratic convention with the trailer relat- 
ing to Senator McGovern. 

Senator Talmadge. Was your advice subsequent to that to lay low, 
hide, go to a foreign country, or what ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, I was advised later on 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, this raises a problem that I had also dis- 
cussed with Mr. Dash and Mr. Thompson. The question is broad 
enough that it might refer to conversations Mr. Segretti had with 
attorneys and an attorney-client relationship, and if the question is 
asked excluding conversations that may be within the attorney-client 
privilege, then, of course, he will answer it, but if it is intended to 
include conversations with an attorney employed in that capacity, 
then, of course, we would raise that as an objection. 

Senator Talmadge. If you want to assert that privilege, I will not 
pursue it; but I read a synopsis of the staff report, and it indicates 
exactly the same coverup operation was pursued with Mr. Segretti 
as was pursued with the Watergate, and I wanted to bring that out if 
Mr. Segretti wanted to go into that area. If he wants to plead attorney- 
client privilege in that area, I shall not go into it. If he wants to 
invoke the fifth amendment rights, I shall not go into it; but if he 
wants to voluntarily discuss it, I am prepared to ask him questions 
about it. 

Mr. Sherman. First, he has no fifth amendment rights, I assume, 
because he has been given immunity. Second, it was part of the synop- 
sis because, at all times, Mr. Segretti has cooperated fully with the 
staff of this committee, and has disclosed every single conversation 
he ever had with anybody in the world about his activities, because 
he wanted to cooperate fully. But it was cooperation with the under- 
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standing that there were certain attorney-client privileges that ex- 
isted, and as an attorney himself, and we both feel as I explained to 
Mr. Dash and Mr. Thompson yesterday. 

Senator Talmadge. If you or Mr. Segretti want to extend or in- 
voke the attorney-client privilege, I won’t go into that area. 

Senator Baker. Will Senator Talmadge yield on my time, not on 
his ? 

Senator Talmadge. Certainly I yield. 

Senator Baker. Do I understand you are discussing now the possi- 
bility of claiming attorney-client privilege with relation to conversa- 
tions between Mr. Segretti and John Dean ? 

Mr. Sherman. That is correct, and other lawyers. 

Senator Baker. And other lawyers. 

Mr. Sherman. That is correct. We have fully disclosed to the com- 
mittee staff and told them exactly the basis of the claim, who he talk- 
ed to and what was said, but with a clear understanding that was not 
to be a waiver of the attorney-client privilege. 

Mr. Dash. Senator Baker, it is true we have had that discussion 
with regard to Mr. Dean and Mr. Segretti. It would be my position 
consistently with counsel that I do not see any attorney-client relation- 
ship existing. 

Senator Baker. Was there any fee paid for instance to John Dean 
for this service ? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; there was not, Senator. 

Senator Baker. Thank you, Senator Talmadge. 

Mr. Sherman. Possibly to clear that up just a little bit, the commit- 
tee is in possession of a tape in which I believe the tape fully indi- 
cates — 

Senator Ervin. I think if he claims Mr. John Dean was his attorney, 
frankly, the evidence in this case indicates to me Mr. John Dean was 
a messenger boy. But if he, if an attorney conspired with a client to 
obstruct the course of justice, I don’t think it would be covered by the 
attorney-client privilege. 

Mr. Sherman. Well, I don’t think Mr. Segretti did anything to ob- 
struct justice in any manner, shape, or form. I think the staff is aware 
of that, too. But he did seek Mr. Dean and Mr. Dean agreed to repre- 
sent him as an attorney at some period of time, and we feel it is cov- 
ered bv the attorney-client privilege. I mean we are not trying to ob- 
struct the committee in any way at all. 

Senator Ervin. Maybe if Senator Talmadge would modify his ques- 
tion, if he wants to ask about any conversations Mr. Segretti had 
with anyone except his attorney, why he certainly is at liberty to do so. 

Senator Talmadge. I will pursue it in another way and if, at any 
time, you think you ought to assert the attorney-client privilege, or 
any other immunity that you may have, don’t hesitate to do so. 

Mr. Segretti. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Talmadge. Did you engage in any so-called dirty tricks 
or espionage following the Watergate break-in? 

Mr. Segretti. The only thing that I can recall is what I related to 
you regarding the plane with the trailer flying over the Democratic 
convention. 

Senator Talmadge. Were you advised by anyone to maintain a low 
profile ? 
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Mr. Segretti. Other than an attorney ? 

Senator Talmadge. By anyone. 

Mr. Sherman. Well, I thought we just had a discussion that the 
question implies any person other than Mr. Segretti was communicat- 
ing with. 

Senator Talmadge. I didn’t ask him if the lawyer advised that; I 
asked him if anyone advised him to maintain a low profile. 

Mr. Segretti. Perhaps this will answer that question or a part of it. 
I did have lunch with Mr. Chapin in the summer of 1972, between my 
grand jury appearance, and, I believe, the period of time when news 
stories started coming out about me, which was in October, and at 
that time I was certainly told to cease all activities, although they 
had pretty much ceased prior to that. 

Senator Talmadge. Did you check out of a hotel under the name 
Segretti and register in another hotel under an assumed name? 

Mr. Segretti. When was this, Senator ? 

Senator Talmadge. Shortly after the Watergate break-in in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Mr. Segretti. When I came to Washington, D.C., and met with Mr. 
Dean, I was staying at the Mayflower Hotel ; staving there under my 
own name. After I talked with Mr. Dean, I checked out and flew 
back to Los Angeles and met with the agents. 

Senator Talmadge. Before you left Washington, though, didn’t 
you register in another hotel under an assumed name? 

Mr. Segretti. I did not. 

Senator Talmadge. You did not ? 

Mr. Segretti. T did not. 

Senator Talmadge. Now, were you advised that the Grecian Islands 
were pretty that time of the year and you might want to take a trip 
there ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, I think I now know what area you are talk- 
ing about. That period of time was after the news stories about me 
started to come out. At that time I was instructed to fly to Washing- 
ton, D.C., I did check into a motel under my own name. I was then 
instructed to check out of that motel because I was there under my 
own name. I had a meeting with Mr. Dean and Mr. Fielding and I 
was instructed to check into another motel under another name. 

Senator Talmadge. Were you advised that the Grecian Islands were 
beautiful at that time of the year and it might be nice to take a trip 
there ? 

Mr. Segretti. There was a discussion of that but I took it more on 
the social level. [Laughter.] 

Senator Talmadge. Were you offered a job in Jamaica ? 

Mr. Segretti. I was — subsequent to, it was after the election — I was. 
It certainly sounded nice. [Laughter.] 

Senator Talmadge. Were you advised to get on a train and travel 
around the country ? Did you subsequentlv do so ? 

Mr. Segretti. I was advised — [Conferring with counsel.] Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. And you did ? 

Mr. Segretti. I did. 

Senator Talmadge. Where all did vou travel ? 

Mr. Segrettt. I took a train from Washington, D.C.. up to. I believe, 
Philadelphia, I am not sure, and I was, to take a train — I had never 
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taken a train before and I was going to head back home, out West, and 
from Washington, D.C., to go to the west coast you must take the 
train, I believe up to Philadelphia, transfer to Chicago and then take 
another train from Chicago to the west coast and that is what I did. 

Senator Talmadge. By way of Houston, Tex., also, did you not? 

Mr. Segketti. I don’t know that that train goes through Houston 
or not. 

Senator Talmadge. Washington, D.C., to Philadelphia, and from 
Philadelphia to Chicago, and from Chicago to Houston. 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe I went to Houston. 

Senator Talmadge. You did not go to Houston ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe it was some other town. 

Senator Talmadge. Did you have a code name at the White House ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t know. My code name when I called Mr. 
Chapin, I would use the name Don Morris. 

Senator Talmadge. Do you know how many contacts that you had 
with Mr. Chapin from the time of October 5, 1971, to September 1, 
1972? 

Mr. Segretti. I would have to guess on that, Senator. The records 
would reflect that better than my memory. 

Senator Talmadge. Would 47 calls from you to Mr. Chapin, not in- 
cluding the Chapin calls to you, seem about accurate? 

Mr. Segretti. That could very well be. Although many of those 
calls -were to his office and he was not in, and I would leave a message, 
and sometimes I would get a return call, and sometimes I would not 
right away, and perhaps there would be two or three phone calls along 
that line. 

Senator Talmadge. Do you have the folder in front of you that in- 
cludes tab 28 [exhibit No. 224] ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. I ask you to look at that and see if you think 
that is probably correct. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that that be appropriately numbered and marked as an exhibit in the 
record at this point. 

Senator Ervin. I believe that will be received in evidence as an ex- 
hibit appropriately marked. My understanding is that all of these 
exhibits were identified. 

Mr. Dash. Can we do that now, Mr. Chairman, since I have used 
the exhibits ? In addition to tab 28 that Senator Talmadge has identi- 
fied I would like all of these exhibits entered into the record at this 
time. 

Senator Ervin. Am I correct in assuming that Mr. Segretti has 
identified all those exhibits ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I will do that on the record, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Let the record show that all of the exhibits identi- 
fied in the testimony of this witness will be received in evidence as ex- 
hibits and will be appropriately numbered by the reporter as such. 

Mr. Sherman. Mr. Chairman, I might say that Mr. Segretti has 
obviously not been asked about each of these exhibits, and I don’t even 
know that we have looked at each and every one of these exhibits. I 
am sure if Mr. Dash says that at some point in our interviews, he has 
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identified them, that is fine ; but I wouldn’t want him to say that it is 
his exhibits. 

Senator Ervin. I believe he just stated, though 

Mr. Dash. He has had an opportunity this morning. 

Senator Ervin. He identified them ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. I went through those exhibits briefly this morn- 
ing and prior to appearing before this committee and I am familiar 
with most of those. There are one or two that I — that were done by 
people that I had contacted, but I am familiar with them now. 

Senator Ervin. You do identify them ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

[The documents referred to were marked exhibits Nos. 199-226, 
inclusive.*] 

Senator Talmadge. Mr. Segretti, in your opening statement, you 
stated : “I was happy to accept employment from people who held 
prominent positions in and out of the Government.” 

You also said a factor in accepting your duties was the opportunity 
in working for the White House. Would you have accepted those 
duties if they had not been proposed to you by your friend in the 
White House ; but a local campaign organizer ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not believe I would, Senator. 

Senator Talmadge. Would you have accepted your duties if you 
had received much less compensation or had been asked to do those 
things without pay ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I certainly did not have funds of my own to 
travel around the country and expend large amounts of money, and I 
certainly would not have done that for these type of activities. So 
certainly, that is a very important factor in this. 

Senator Talmadge. Am I correct, then, in saying that the reason you 
accepted those duties that you have described in detail during the day, 
was because, first, of the glamor of working for the White House, 
friends in the White House, plus the fact that you needed a job and 
the iob was attractive ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think they were certainly some of the factors. 

Senator Talmadge. Several times, you have stated that your activ- 
ities were to cause confusion. Just exactly what did you mean by 
confusion ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is a little hard to define. I would say the best 
way I could describe that is the word confusion to some extent speaks 
for itself. Perhaps to perplex the staff of the particular candidates 
where these were coming from. 

Senator Talmadge. You concluded your opening statement by say- 
ing, “that vou have been abused by rumor, character assassination, and 
innuendo.” Is it not rather ironic that the same effect that you com- 
plain about was vested, in abundance, I may say, on Senators Muskie, 
Jackson, and Humphrey, by you ? 

Mr. Segretti. It certainly is and I know how it feels. 

Senator Talmadge. You have had a career in college, graduated from 
one of the best colleges in the country. Then you served your country 
with responsibility during the Vietnam war. Why would you, as a 
bright, young, attractive, articulate fellow, get involved in something 
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that, you got into, where you were running around the country, falsi- 
fying documents, falsifying letters, falsifying press releases, and doing 
all the things that you did, Mr. Segretti ? You had a very bright future. 
Yet, you let these people persuade you into getting into something of 
this nature. 

Mr. Segretti. Very honestly and candidly, Senator, I have net been 
able to give myself a satisfactory answer to your question. 

Senator Talmadge. You never had any previous criminal record of 
any kind before % 

Mr. Segretti. Absolutely none. 

Senator Talmadge. No involvement with the police, no falsification 
no forgeries, anything of that kind ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir. 

Senator Talmadge. Thank you, Mr. Segretti. 

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Baker. 

Senator Baker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Segretti, I do not have many questions. I think most of the 
principal areas of your testimony have been covered and covered 
rather exhaustively, but to continue the line of questioning that Sen- 
ator Talmadge initiated — that is, why did you undertake this — I have 
pursued that line of questioning with other witnesses and I will not 
press you on it now. But let me suggest a hypothetical situation. 

If you were approached to do the same sort of job that you did in 
1971 and 1972 now, after these hearings and after a full and thorough 
public ventilation of the facts and circumstances, would these hearings, 
would this record, would this experience have any impact on your 
willingness or unwillingness to do that ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think the answer, certainly to me, is very obvious, 
Senator. 

Senator Baker. Well, what is the answer ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would not. 

Senator Baker. Well, this has been a painful experience and, I am 
sure, an unpleasant experience for you— your interrogation, your in- 
dictment and arraignment, your testimony before this committee, I 
suppose. It has really been, I would expect, an unpleasant personal 
experience. But if you can, lay that aside and put yourself in the role 
of a young man who has served his country in the armed services, who 
is a graduate of a distinguished law school, someone who had not 
suffered the scars and the wounds of this hearing and these investiga- 
tions. Do you think that same thing would apply? Do you think these 
hearings and this public ventilation of these circumstances may in fact 
have a deterrent effect on others undertaking what you did undertake? 

Mr. Segretti. I really believe that they would, and I hope that they 
will. I think that is one of the benefits that these hearings have 
accomplished. 

Senator Baker. What do you think about the possibility that these 
hearings or this testimony of yours or other testimony may have an- 
other effect ? It may have the effect of disillusioning young people, 
young men and women, will, instead of accepting this as a deterrent to 
such conduct in the future, just simply decide, well, that is politics and 
just drop out of the whole political system ? How do you evaluate that ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think that is a very important factor to consider, 
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and I think that is one of the dangers of this committee. Very hon- 
estly, I feel that to some extent, the committee has done its job in this 
regard, insofar as a deterrent, in cleansing the political system. I think 
if it were carried on for a great length of time, I think it would create 
a great deal of disillusionment in the country. And I think that is 
dangerous. 

In other words, I think it is a balancing situation and it is very 
difficult to make that decision, and I do not think I am the one that 
should make that. I think it is up to you Senators to do that. 

Senator Baker. Well, I thank you for that information. Sometimes I 
hear men and women, particularly young men and women, say, well, 
after all, that is politics. And that is not politics. That is not politics as 
I know it, and I would even venture the estimates that that is not 
politics as you know it, except for the situation that you have testified 
to. 

What is your concept — is this your concept of what American pol- 
itics is all about, that is, a bag of dirty tricks over a period of time? 

Mr. Seqretti. Not now. 

Senator Baker. Was it then ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think as it was explained to me, and I think you 
should realize that I had no great background in politics, practical 
politics, that some of these things were somewhat traditional in Amer- 
ican politics. 

Senator Baker. How widespread do you think that point of view is ? 

Mr. Segretti. I really do not know, Senator. 

Senator Baker. What about your experience in campus politics ? Did 
that have some impact on how you viewed the propriety of these 
activities ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am sure it was a factor, yes, sir. 

Senator Baker. One or two other questions, Mr. Segretti. I know you 
have touched these matters in previous questions and answers, but tell 
me briefly, who gave you your instructions ? Who was your boss ? 

Mr. Segretti. I would, I guess you would say Mr. Chapin. 

Senator Baker. All right, who thought up your dirty tricks, if that 
is the right word for it ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think to a great extent, I did. 

Senator Baker. Pardon ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think to a major extent, I did. 

Senator Baker. In other words, you initiated it, you carried forth 
your project on your own ? 

Mr. Segretti. Right. 

Senator Baker. Did you have any comment from Chapin or anyone 
else on the appropriateness or inappropriateness of what you were 
doing? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Baker. By whom and on what occasions ? 

Mr. Segretti. By Mr. Chapin, I believe. It is hard to recall specific 
instances at this time. 

Senator Baker. What I am driving for is to what extent were you 
a free agent or what control did some responsible political official 
have on your conduct and activity ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I believe at any time, I could have been told 
to cease and I would have ceased. 
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Senator Baker, Mr. Segretti, we have a vote in progress and I 
understand we are on 10-minute rollcalls, Mr. Chairman, so I would 
like to suspend. 

Senator Ervix. We will recess until we can return and resume the 
hearing. 

[Kecess.] 

Senator Ervix. The committee will come to order. 

You were a college mate at the University of Southern California 
with not only Dwight Chapin, but also Gordon Straclian and Eon 
Ziegler, weren’t you ? 

Mr. Segretti. I understand that Mr. Ziegler was at USC at about 
the same time, although I do not recall Mr. Ziegler at USC. I believe 
he was there 3 years prior — in other words, I would have been a 
freshman and he would have been a senior. 1 don’t recall ever meeting 
Mr. Ziegler. 

Senator Ervix. Now, Dwight Chapin and you were very close 
friends, weren’t you ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervix. As a matter of fact, you were his roommate and 
he was your campaign manager when you were elected to the student 
senate there. 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t think that is exactly correct, Senator. Mr. 
Chapin was involved in politics there. One evening, a list was being 
made of people that were going to run for different offices. A very 
good friend of ours was going to be running for student body presi- 
dent. We were short several people that we were going to put on 
the slate for student senate, and just because we were short of names, 
my name was put on that list. I had no real campaign manager, shall 
we say, and there was no real campaign that I conducted. 

Senator Ervix. Well, Chapin was a leader of the group which 
placed you on the ticket and elected you to the student senate, was 
he not? 

Mr. Segretti. He was one of those that was involved ; yes, sir. But 
I was involved, to some extent, in that also. 

Senator Ervix. Yes. So you and he had formed a close friendship 
before he became an employee of the White House? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Ervix. Do you know what his office was in the White House ? 

Mr. Segretti I believe is was Presidential appointments secretary. 

Senator Ervix. He was the man who made the President’s appoint- 
ments day by day? 

Mr. Segretti. I really don’t know the duties of the job, but the 
title was Presidential appointments secretary. 

Senator Ervix. Now, did you fly to Washington before you began 
this? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I did. 

Senator Ervix. And had a conference with Chapin? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervix. And in that conference, Chapin indicated to you 
that he wanted you to engage in what he called dirty tricks? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t think he used the term “dirty tricks” at that 
time, Senator. 
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Senator Ervin*. Well, lie indicated to you that he wanted you to 
engage in a course of action which he did not want you to expose 
under the full glare of the noonday sun, didn’t he? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. He told you to keep secret what you did ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. And to act in such a way that your activities would 
never be traced to him, didn’t he? Or the White House? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Now, was he the man who arranged for you to be 
paid by Mr. Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is a question that is difficult for me to answer. 
I believe Mr. Strachan called me and gave me Mr. Kalmbach’s name 
to contact in Newport Beach, Calif. So who made the real arrange- 
ments there, I really don’t know. 

Senator Ervin. Well, anyway, you were told by Mr. Strachan, who 
was also a White House aide, to contact Mr. Kalmbach. 

Mr. Segretti. I believe it was Mr. Strachan ; yes. It could have been 
Mr. Chapin. 

Senator Ervin. Did he tell you why you should contact Mr. 
Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Segretti. To finalize my arrangements on my prospective 
employment. 

Senator Ervin. To make financial arrangements ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And you did contact Mr. Kalmbach, and he made 
financial arrangements which continued for a period of about 12 or 
14 months? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. My last contact with Mr. Kalmbach relating to 
financial matters was the latter part of March 1972. 

Senator Ervin. Now, during this period of time, how often did you 
talk by telephone to Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, we ran into the same problem, Senator. I think 
the records would reflect more accurately my recollection. To give you 
a total, I think it was mentioned, 40-some times during the entire pe- 
riod. That could very well be. 

Senator Ervin. During a period from about August 1971 and ex- 
tending at least un to July 1972, you had at least 40 telephone conver- 
sations with Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. Tha t could very well be ; yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And each time you had a telephone conversation 
with him, when you called the switchboard and were asked for your 
name, you gave the name of Don Morris ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. And you made rather complete reports to Mr. 
Chapin of what you had done, the things you have told us about here ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, not necessarily. I certainly didn’t tell him all 
the details. 

Senator Ervin. Well, you indicated to him, didn’t you, what you had 
done? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes : but most of that was done bv mail. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. You sent copies of various documents which 
you concocted ? 
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Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. So Mr. Dwight Chapin knew all the time what you 
were doing, what was going on 1 

Mr. Segretti. I imagine he must have. 

Senator Ervin. And he told you on most of these 40 phone calls he 
was very much pleased with your good work, as he put it, didn’t he ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I don’t recall any intercorrespondence relating 
to that because I don’t really recall the content of those phone calls. 

Senator Ervin. Well, you called him to tell him what you had been 
doing. You didn’t call to talk about the weather, did you? 

Mr. Segrettt. I think many times — w T e did talk on a social level. We 
talked on a variety of matters, but many of the matters related to my 
political activities. 

Senator Ervin. Well, when you did talk about your political activi- 
ties, he knew what you were doing ; at least you told him what you 
were doing ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. And you sent him the posters. Did you send him 
a copy of the letter that you prepared to circulate about J ackson and 
Humphrey ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe I did, and I believe I sent him the newsclip- 
pings on that. 

Senator Ervin. You sent him the newsclippings about that. And 
he sort of brightened on that, didn’t he ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am sorry, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. When you sent him the newsclipping about the let- 
ter that was written on Muskie’s letterhead, he commended you on that 
and said you had gotten $10,000 worth of good work out of an expendi- 
ture of $20 ? 

Mr. Segretti. There was a comment to that effect. 

Senator Ervin. In your conversations with Chapin, didn’t Chapin 
tell you that Muskie was the front runner among the Democrats and 
the polls showed that he would make the best race against President 
Nixon and that he wanted to do as much as he could to discredit 
Muskie’s campaign ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am trying to recall any specific conversation and 
I can’t pin any date on such a conversation. However, that was the 
general background of many conversations. Unfortunately, they tend 
to merge, because it covered such a period of time. 

Senator Ervin. Well, what he said, regardless of what the specific 
words were, created in your mind the impression that Chapin wanted 
you to do all you could to discredit Muskie and to promote the candi- 
dacy of McGovern, didn’t he ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe McGovern was ever mentioned, but 
focus on Muskie. 

Senator Ervin. Wasn’t it the strategy, as outlined by Chapin, that 
your efforts would be directed to discredit Muskie because he was at 
that time the front runner? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. And didn’t you know at the time that you were 
engaged in these activities that it was the strategy of Chapin or the 
Republican Party, as outlined to you by Chapin, to promote the nomi- 
nation by the Democrats of McGovern because they considered him 
the weakest candidate? 
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Mr. Segretti. No, sir; that was never really conveyed to me. In 
fact, during the period of time that I was engaged in any activities, 
I don’t think I, or others, such as Mr. Chapin, believed that Senator 
McGovern would ever win the nomination. 

Senator Ervin. But you did all you could to see that he did win it, 
didn’t you? 

Can you tell me a single thing you ever did to place an obstacle in 
the path of McGovern obtaining the nomination ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, we had the plane fly over Democratic head- 
quarters — — 

Senator Ervin. That was after he had the nomination, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; I think it was the day before. He had it locked up. 

Senator Ervin. Well, it was after he had gone to the Democratic 
National Convention in Miami with enough delegates to insure his 
nomination, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Segretti. I am sorry. I was thinking of another example and 
I didn’t hear the question, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. I was just asking you, now you have told us about 
things that you did to discredit — which were calculated to discredit 
Jackson, Humphrey, and Muskie and to create confusion among them. 
My question was, did you do anything to discredit the campaign efforts 
of Senator McGovern prior to the time that he was nominated ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. I had the flier, “McGovern’s real record on 
the war,” that was obtained in the Miami area and that was reprinted 
and distributed. 

Senator Ervin. When was that? 

Mr. Segretti. It was distributed in the California primary. Some 
of it was distributed in the Florida primary. That is the only instance 
I can remember. 

Senator Ervin. Well, in fact, you didn’t do much to impede the 
nomination of Gov. George Wallace, did you, in your Florida ac- 
tivities ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir. 

Senator Ervin. The only thing you ever said about him was that 
he was sort of like Hitler? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Senator Ervin. Now, I want to invite your attention to exhibit No. 

206 . 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. You stated in your opening statement, that it was 
not vour desire to have anyone believe this letter. 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Well, now, how can you reconcile that statement 
with the fact that you say in the sixth and seventh lines of that letter, 
“However, if you have not made your decision, you should be aware 
of several facts.” 

Mr. Segretti. It is difficult for me to reconcile that at this time. All 
I can tell you is my intention at that time — and it is true that the way 
this was written — my intentions, I don’t think, were as clear as they 
should have been. In fact, this letter should never have been written, 
obviously. 

Senator Ervin. It says, after you have set out statements which you 
admit constituted scurrilous attacks on two Democratic candidates for 
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the nomination, you close the letter with this : “These are not pleasant 
facts, but they should be considered by you before you vote on 
March 14.” 

Now, I don’t understand how a person can assert twice in a letter 
that certain things are facts and then say he didn’t intend anybody to 
believe what he said were facts to be true. 

Mr. Segketti. Senator, this letter was put on Citizens for Muskie 
stationery and it was really aimed toward Muskie, rather than the 
other two individuals involved ; although I agree that it was done very 
poorly and there was a great deal of misjudgment, it certainly didn’t 
work out the way I intended. 

Senator Ervin. Well, it looks like to me you were trying to kill 
three Democratic birds with just one stone. You issued what was a 
scurrilous libel, manufactured out of the whole cloth you admit by 
yourself, against Senator Jackson; you circulate what was a libel 
against Senator Humphrey, and you say you did that also for the pur- 
pose of creating dissension and discord among the three candidates. 

Mr. Segretti, That is right. 

Senator Ervin. At least, those two candidates with McGovern — with 
Muskie. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. So you were really — your shaft was directed at 
three different people, and calculated to hurt three different people and 
that is what it was intended for, was it not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes; I will say this. Perhaps you can better under- 
stand, that this letter was not done with a great deal of forethought in 
mind. 

Senator Ervin. Well you admit there is not a word of truth in the 
whole letter, do you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is true. 

Senator Ervin. And you attempted to deceive people into thinking 
that it emanated from Muskie’s headquarters or from his campaign 
organization ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Senator Ervin. Now, you invented the names of these women who 
are mentioned here, did you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. You invented the names of the Mary Ann Cramer 
out of the whole cloth, did you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, the letter is made out of the whole cloth. The 
facts in the letter are made out of the whole cloth. I attempted to 
make this letter so outrageous that nobody would really believe it. 

Senator Ervin. Why, if you did not want 

Mr. Segretti. I did not know what to say. 

Senator Ervtn [continuing] . If you did not want anybody to believe 
it, why did you not put at the head : “You must not believe anything 
that is said in this document.” ? 

Mr. Segretti. I should have. 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, I think Mr. Segretti has made clear that it 
was to create dissension among the candidates and not for the contents 
to be believed and, of course, if it would have said that they would 
have known it before. 
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Senator Ervin. If I take the words that he set out — the only infer- 
ence I can draw from it is that he wanted the people who saw it, or 
heard about it, to believe the most reprehensible things about Senator 
Jackson and Senator Humphrey. 

Mr. Sherman. That may appear on the face of it. However, he 
told you what his intention was and that was the intention. 

Senator Ervin. I am constrained to say that I, as a lawyer, do not 
undertake to say what a man intended when he wrote a document ; I 
determine that by the words of the document, rather than what he says 
many months after that. 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, all I can tell you is what my intention was. 

Mr. Sherman. That is, of course, not to excuse the letter and he is 
not attempting to do that at all. 

Senator Ervin. Well, he admits that he composed a libelous letter 
and mailed it out. Every word he said in the letter referring to repre- 
hensible conduct on the part of Senator Jackson and Senator Hum- 
phrey is untrue and without any foundation whatever. 

Mr. Sherman. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. That he even invented some nonexistent women ? 

Mr. Sherman. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. To be named, to make the letter specific. 

Mr. Sherman. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. Well, so much for that. [Laughter.] 

My time is up, I will come back, I have more questions. I want 
to find out how John Dean got such a big law practice. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Sherman. I might just, comment if he is relying upon fees made 
by Mr. Segretti, he must not have a very successful law practice. 

Senator Ervin. I was not asking about you, I was not asking about 
your law practice. 

Mr. Sherman. I was not commenting upon mine. 

Mr. Segretti. I am sure Mr. Sherman is quite successful. 

Senator Ervin. I was just wondering how Mr. Dean got spread out 
so fast. [Laughter] . 

Senator W eicker. 

Senator Weicker. During the course of your conversation with one 
of the Senators, I cannot remember which, Mr. Segretti, you men- 
tioned your meeting with Fred Fielding. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Senator Weicker. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. What was the occasion of your meeting with Fred 
Fielding ? 

Mr. Segretti. OK. I talked to Mr. Dean by telephone. Mr. Dean, 
I believe, was in Miami or that area at that time, and he informed me 
of a forthcohiing article concerning me in the Washington Post. He 
wanted to meet with me as soon as possible regarding the allegations 
in that article. This was around October 10, 1 believe, 1972. Mr. Dean 
told me to fly to Washington, D.C., and that he was going to fly from 
Florida up to Washington and meet me there. He said that in case I 
arrive prior to him to call his assistant, Mr. Fielding, and he gave me 
Mr. Fielding’s telephone number. I did so, I called Mr. Fielding, and 
I told him where I was staying. Mr. Dean, I believe, had not yet 
arrived. I was subsequently contacted by, I believe it was, Mr. Field- 
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ing, although it may have been Mr. Dean, and then told to check out 
of that hotel and come and meet with them. 

Senator Weicker. Where did you meet ? 

Mr. Segretti. We met in Mr. Dean’s office in the Executive Office 
Building. 

Senator Weicker. How was your entry into that building? Was 
it the normal routine of signing in? 

Mr. Segretti. No, it was around 8 or 9 in the evening. I took a cab, 
after I checked out from where I was staying, to with in a block of 
the Executive Office Building. I called Mr. Dean’s office. He told me 
to wait where I was and that an individual would come and meet me 
and that would be Mr. Fred Fielding. 

That was done. When we entered the Executive Office Building, 
as you know, there is a check point there, and you are to produce iden- 
tification and perhaps sign in. I am not sure of that. Mr. Fielding 
stated something to the effect, “This was the individual who lost his 
wallet,” and I was just ushered in. This was around 9 or 9 :30 at night. 

Senator Weicker. How long did this meeting last? 

Mr. Segretti. It is hard to really guess now. An hour perhaps. I 
was pretty exhausted. I had been up really, that night on the airplane, 
and it was certainly a shock to me to see my name and picture on the 
front page of the newspaper, so I was exhausted. 

Senator Weicker. What was the purpose of this meeting ? 

Mr. Segretti. To go over the Post article, to see what allegations 
were true and untrue. 

Senator Weicker. In the course of the meeting did you discuss in 
general the matters which you brought to the attention of this 
committee? 

Mr. Sherman. The problem, Senator, with that question is that it 
does ask for privileged communications between an attorney and a 
client, and if he answers a question yes or no, then he has told you 
the contents, particularly if he answers yes. 

Senator Weicker. Would you care to characterize the meeting? 

Mr. Sherman. Well, that, of course, does the same thing. I mean, 
there is no way to talk about the meeting, the contents in the light 
of that question. Just 1 second. [Conferring with witness.] 

As we have indicated, however, previously, preserving the privilege, 
we have discussed these matters in detail with Mr. Dash, Mr. Lenzner, 
and Mr. Lackritz, and we would be perfectly willing to answer any 
questions, any general questions, in private about this but we feel an 
obligation to maintain the attorney-client privilege. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

And I know you have, I think that point should be made clear, you 
have cooperated fully with the staff of the committee. 

Senator Ervin. Senator, on that point, I have difficulty accepting 
the view that there is any relationship of attorney and client between 
the witness and Mr. Dean. Mr. Dean was allegedly the White House 
lawyer at the time, and furthermore, when he had a conversation with 
Chapin and the witness, a third party was present and you cannot 
have a confidential communication between an attorney and his client 
when third parties are present. It is not confidential. And furthermore, 
Mr. Dean’s testimony before this committee indicates that Mr. Dean 
was engaged in a conspiracy to obstruct justice, and communications. 
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If anything transpired in that meeting that had anything to do with 
obstructing justice then it is not covered by the confidential lawyer’s 
relation, if it existed, because it only can refer to past activities of a 
criminal nature or supposedly criminal nature. That is my under- 
standing of the law of attorney-client privilege. 

Mr. Sherman. That is also my understanding of the attorney-client 
privilege. The point about Mr. Chapin being present, I do not— 
questions have been asked about that particular conversation, and I 
think that was only an introduction and the questions about the in- 
troduction, Mr. Segretti might be willing to answer the question. 

Senator Weicker. May I ask a question as to who was present at 
the meeting? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, which meeting are you talking about? 

Senator Weicker. I am talking about the meeting at the Executive 
Office Building at 9 o’clock on the evening of October 10. 

Mr. Segretti. That was Mr. Dean, Mr. Fielding, and I. 

Mr. Sherman. Well, of course, Mr. Fielding 

Senator Ervin. I don’t believe a confidential communication can 
be had between — a communication can be had which is confidential 
in nature within the purview of the rule when it takes place in the 
presence of two outside parties. 

Mr. Sherman. Unless the third party also happens to be another 
lawyer who also in the conversations does maintain an attorney-client 
privilege, which was done during this conversation. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, I think this has been the claim counsel 
has made. It is my position as chief counsel, and I have stated this 
to counsel that this was a fictitious relationship of attorney-client 
privilege. Mr. Dean, who was counsel to the President, certainly could 
not in any way serve as counsel to Mr. Segretti. Certainly Mr. Fielding 
could not, and cannot create a fictitious attorney-client relationship 
in order to shield these conversations, and I think the position that 
the committee really should have is there was no attorney-client rela- 
tionship established. 

Mr. Sherman. However, whatever Mr. Dean’s purposes were to 
shield anything I have no knowledge of. From Mr. Segretti’s point of 
view, there was a good faith relationship of attorney and client, and 
he reasonably believed there was an attorney-client privilege and had 
specific conversations with Mr. Dean on that particular point, and 
only confided in Mr. Dean because Mr. Dean assured him that that 
was the relationship and he was representing him in that capacity. 

Senator Ervin. Are you asking him about a conversation that he 
had with Mr. Dean at the time Mr. Fielding and Mr. Chapin were 
present? 

Senator Weicker. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. I will rule that is not covered by attorney-client 
privilege at all. 

Mr. Sherman. Mr. Chapin was not present, sir, during that meet- 
ing and I think. Senator, if vou were to make a ruling 

Senator "Weicker. I specifically asked Mr. Segretti to give to this 
committee the contents of the conversations heM with Mr. Dean and 
Mr. Fielding, in Mr. Dean’s office on the night of October 10 in the 
Executive Office Building. 

Mr. Sherman. I think if the chairman is froing to make a ruling 
as to whether or not there was an attorney-client privilege, a founda- 
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tion ought to be laid as to whether there was or was not an attorney- 
client relationship and the only way to lay the foundation is to ask 
Mr. Segretti what was said. 

Senator Ervin. 1 don’t think we have a scintilla of evidence in this 
case that Mr. Dean was practicing law generally and was counsel for 
this man. 

Mr. Sherman. You haven’t asked the questions of Mr. Segretti as 
to what Mr. Dean told him so how can there be any evidence * If 
you want to ask those questions, you should do that first before 
arguing. 

Senator Ervin. I was on the verge of asking him when my time 
expired a while ago. 

Mr. Sherman. Of course, we are always — and we have discussed 
all of these conversations in private, so we are certainly notwith- 
holding any information. 

Senator Ervin. You can proceed, Senator. 

Senator Weicker. I would like to have Mr. Segretti discuss con- 
versations held with Mr. Dean in the presence of Mr. Fielding in 
Mr. Dean’s office and on the night of October 10. 

Mr. Sherman. Can I then request a foundation be first laid as to 
whether or not there was an attorney-client relationship in questions 
asked of Mr. Segretti in this regard, what was told to him and what 
did he reasonably believe ? 

Senator Ervin. Let me ask him a question or two on that point. 
Did you make any agreement with Mr. Dean to pay him a retainer 
fee? 

Mr. Segretti. No, sir ; I did not. 

Senator Ervin. Did you expect to pay him a retainer fee? 

Mr. Segretti. If he had asked for one, I would have paid one. 

Senator Ervin. Well, he didn’t ask you for one and you didn’t 
offer to pay him one ? 

Mr. Segretti. No. 

Senator Ervin. And you didn’t tell him that you had committed 
any violation of the law for which you were seeking legal counsel? 

Mr. Segretti. I asked Mr. Dean whether anything that we said 
would be privileged and under the attorney-client, otherwise I would 
not discuss any matters with him. 

Senator Ervin. What did you say about Mr. Fielding being there ? 

Mr. Segretti. I asked the same question about Mr. Fielding. 

Senator Ervin. You had two lawyers there ? 

Mr. Segretti. I asked Mr. Fielding whether he was a lawyer be- 
cause, otherwise, I was not going to talk or say anything to him. 

Senator Ervin. But Mr. Fielding, was he a lawyer ? 

Mr. Segretti. He assured me he was. 

Senator Ervin. Do you know whether he was practicing law ? 

Mr. Segretti. I really don’t know. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Segretti, don’t you know that neither one of these 
men were acting in the capacity of lawyer for you ? 

Mr. Segretti, I thought they were. 

Senator Ervin. Didn’t you ask him to get you a lawyer, isn’t that 
what happened ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was much later on, Senator, when I was going 
back to Los Angeles and I asked him if he could suggest a counsel 
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in Los Angeles, in the area. Mr. Dean was back in Washington, D.C. 

Senator Ervin. You asked him to get a lawyer out in California for 
you. 

Mr. Segretti. If he could recommend a lawyer to me. 

Senator Ervin. Recommend one. You already had a lawyer in Wash- 
ington, why did you want one out of town ? 

Mr. Segretti. Because I was in Los Angeles, Senator. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a qualifying question 
in that respect ? 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Segretti, can you tell this committee under oath 
that at the time you talked to Mr. Dean that, and Mr. Fielding that, 
one, you knew they were attorneys ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Baker. That they were qualified to practice law ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Baker. That you expected to employ them as counsel to 
advise you on your rights and prepare you for whatever legal proceed- 
ings might be in prospect ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Baker. That you intended to compensate them for those 
services ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe that was — I really considered that at 
that time, Senator Baker. 

Senator Baker. That you asked for and received assurances of the 
privileged nature of the communication ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Baker. Now, the final question I would put to you in that 
respect is this : Did you ask for that assurance of privileged communi- 
cation for the purpose of assuring your legal defense, or for the purpose 
of concealing the substance of what you were about to communicate ? 

Mr. Segretti. I will tell you why that is difficult for me to answer, 
Senator Baker, because I felt that the privileged nature of any com- 
munication would be necessarv in my defense. 

Senator Baker. The point I am trying to 

Mr. Segretti. So the answer would be, yes. 

Senator Baker [continuing]. The point I am trying to reach is 
whether or not you are trying to obtain an assurance of confidentiality 
for the sake of protecting the confidentiality of that information, or 
for the sake of assuring your representation by counsel in any pro- 
ceeding that might be brought against you. 

Mr. Segretti. I think the latter would be true, Senator. 

Mr. Sherman. Of course, Senator, obviously when you seek an at- 
torney you also expect it to be confidential so it is kind of a dual 
purpose. 

Senator Baker. Yes, but the law is well settled that you cannot 
cloak yourself in a claim of confidentiality or attorney-client priv- 
ilege simply for the sake of concealing information. It must be a 
legitimate intentment of employment for the purpose of advancing 
the legal defenses that may be available to you under the Constitution 
and statute. 

Mr. Sherman. I think if the question was asked, did he intend to 
cloak it, not to disclose part of the coverup, then the answer would 
be no. 
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Senator Erven. My understanding is, and I am not able to say this 
as a fact, there is a regulation for anybody who is a lawyer for the 
Government to engage in private practice, and the inference is that 
Mr. Dean at least had the title of counsel to the President. That means 
a lawyer for the executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. Sherman. As Mr. Dash, of course, raised the same point yester- 
day, and my response was, even if that is true, which I asked for such 
regulation, he could not. So to me I don’t think that would affect 
what Mr. Segretti’s good faith belief was, and the example, of course, 
I gave him yesterday, if you went to somebody who told you he was 
a lawyer and he was not a lawyer and you communicated with him in 
the good faith belief he was a lawyer, he would be protected. 

Senator Ervin. Isn’t it a fact that you went to see Mr. Dean at Mr. 
Dean’s instance? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. At his request? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. You didn’t go to him to employ a lawyer? 
[Conferring.] What did Dean tell you? Mr. Dean wasn’t soliciting 
employment as an attorney, was he, at the time he invited you to come 
and pay him a visit ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe so, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Mr. Segretti. However, if Mr. Dean had informed me there was 
such a prohibition against him acting in that capacity and he could 
not so advise me in that capacity, that would have been the end of it 
right there. 

Senator Ervin. Did Mr. Dean ask you to claim the lawyer-client 
privilege ? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; he did not. 

Senator Ervin. I do not know what it is that you would testify to, 
but his testimony here indicated that after this time, you sort of 
vanished from sight. 

Mr. Segretti. I did what? 

Senator Ervin. Did Mr. Dean give you advice to trust your two 
good legs rather than a bum lawyer ? Is that what you claim to be 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, we are not trying to hide any of the facts, 
because Mr. Dash and Mr. Thompson are in possession of all of the 
facts. The whole point is we maintained from the outset that there is 
an attorney-client privilege and he is an attorney, and upon my ad- 
vice, if he has this privilege, and we feel very strongly about the 
attorney-client privilege, as all the lawyers on this committee feel, he 
ought to claim it, not to hide anything. 

Senator Baker. You mean to claim it just for the sake of claiming 
it? 

Mr. Sherman. No; because there is a legitimate attorney-client priv- 
ilege here that ought to be recognized. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe there is. 

Mr. Dash. Even if there were an attorney-client privilege, if Mr. 
Segretti were the client, he could waive it. If an attorney were sitting 
there, he would have no right to waive another’s privilege. 

I do not see any principle involved if Mr. Segretti in fact wants to 
tell us the facts, because he is the client, if he is the client, and could 
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waive it by telling us the facts. He has already told us the facts. In 
my own view, there is no attorney-client privilege, but I do not see any 
principle, if there were, if Mr. Segretti wants to tell us something that 
he wants to tell us. 

Mr. Sherman. We are claiming the privilege, and I think the facts 
make it clear that there is an attorney-client privilege, and if the 
chairman wants to rule there is not and instruct him to answer it, I 
will advise him to do so, of course. 

Senator Ervin. The evidence just does not satisfy me that there was 
any attorney-client privilege, and Mr. Segretti admits that he did not 
go there for the purpose of employing Mr. Dean, that he went there in 
response to a request from Mr. Dean, because Mr. Dean wanted to get 
some information from him. 

Mr. Sherman. I do not think that is the tenor of the testimony, 
Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Is that not true, Mr. Segretti ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not think that is absolutely correct, Senator. I 
knew Mr. Dean was an attorney at that time, and from the brief dis- 
cussion I had on what was told to me regarding the Post article, I cer- 
tainly wa9 desirous of receiving some legal advice at that time. 

Senator Ervin. Well, now, did Mr. Dean call you at the instance of 
Mr. Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe I called Mr. Dean at that point, and he in- 
formed me about that article. 

Senator Ervin. Well, how did you know about the existence of Mr. 
Dean ? Who did you get information from that there was such a per- 
son as John W. Dean III ? 

Mr. Segretti. I was introduced to Mr. Dean in June 1972 at the May- 
flower Hotel by Mr. Strachan. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Strachan ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. In 1972 ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. When did this meeting occur that Senator Weicker 
was asking you about ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was in October, I believe, 1972. 

Senator Ervin. And Dean set up the meeting? Is that not a fact ? Did 
you not tell me that ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, I often call my clients and ask them to come 
into the office. That does not destroy the attorney-client privilege. 

Senator Ervin. You do not call your clients to come into your office 
before they become a client? He says he has no reason to believe Mr. 
Dean was soliciting local business. I just hold as a matter of fact that 
the attorney-client, the evidence is insufficient to show that the at- 
torney-client privilege existed between this witness and Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Sherman. Might I ask the Senator to look at, I think a tran- 
script of the tape, which makes it clear that that, in fact, was a discus- 
sion between the participants — that, in fact, there was an attorney- 
client privilege. 
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Senator Weicker. If I am not mistaken, the tape which is being 
referred to, however, is a tape that was done on November 10, and I 
am referring to a meeting of October 10. 

Senator Ervin. And Mr. Dean has testified before this committee 
that at that time he was engaged in efforts to cover up the so-called 
Watergate affair, that he was engaged in an effort to obstruct justice. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, if I might, in referring to this 
transcript that counsel referred to, part, of it reads as follows : 

Mr. Dean. I consider anything said in this conversation is completely privileged 
by reason of the fact that I serve as general counsel over at the White House. 
I am looking at this as it relates to Dwight Chapin, a member of the White 
House staff. To our understanding, I will make no copies. 

et cetera, 

Mr. Strachan. OK, let me clear that such that I will feel confident in speaking 
truthfully and freely at this point. 

He says something to the effect that it will not be divulged unless I 
give my consent. 

I think it is clear from here that at least in Mr. Dean’s mind, he was 
talking about executive privilege at that point and not attorney-client 
privilege. 

Mr. Segretti. My recollection is on that tape. I put a statement 
regarding attorney-client privilege. I have not seen a transcript of 
that interview and neither has my attorney, Mr. Sherman. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I hold it is a matter of fact that you do not 
produce enough evidence to sustain the privilege. The burden is on 
you to show that at the time of the conversation Senator Weicker 
asked you about, the attorney-client privilege existed between you 
and John W. Dean, and the evidence does not satisfy me and I do 
not believe it satisfies the other members of the committee to that 
effect. 

Dean says here : 

I served as general counsel over at the White House and looking at this as in 
relation to Dwight Chapin, a member of the White House staff. To our under- 
standing, I will make no copies of the transcript of this other than one for 
myself and one I will send you for any use you may want to make of it 
personally or to turn over to your attorney so that he has got a record of 
exactly what we have talked about. 

In other words, there is Mr. Dean’s testimony to the effect that he 
was not your attorney, that he would give you a copy of the transcript 
so that you could turn it over to your attorney. 

Mr. Segretti. I never received a copy of that, and very honestly, I 
do not remember that being said on the tape. 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, in addition, Mr. Segretti did employ a Los 
Angeles counsel who I talked to just in the past few weeks. He told 
me that when he turned over certain documents to John Dean — which 
apparently, John Dean without authorization turned over to this com- 
mittee — he considered John Dean cocounsel for Mr. Strachan and Mr. 
Segretti. That was another attornev in Los Angeles who advanced this 
idea after I asked him why documents were turned over. 

Senator Ervin. This is a transcript of the tape, and here is Dean 
talking. He says: “He will give Mr. Segretti a transcript of the con- 
versation so Mr. Segretti can turn it over to Mr. Segretti’s attorney.” 
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Now, if Mr. Dean had been Mr. Segrefcti’s attorney, he would not haye 
said he was going to give it to him, he would have just kept a copy. 

I am going to hold that there is not sufficient evidence to justify 
the conclusion that any attorney-client relationship existed between 
Mr. Segretti and Mr. Dean. I am going to instruct you to answer the 
question. 

Mr. S hermax. Then just for the record, because we feel there are 
other reasons which I have explained to Mr. Dash why this point is 
extremely important, because we feel Mr. Dean, without authoriza- 
tion and in his relationship, obtained information from Mr. Segretti 
and Mr. Segretti’s Los Angeles lawyer and turned it over to this com- 
mittee, and we feel there were violations on his part. If you are 
forcing the witness to answer under penalty of contempt of Congress 
if he doesn’t, I would like to make an objection. And, of course, if he 
doesn’t want to answer, he has no choice. 

Senator Ervin. I hold that there’s no privilege for several reasons. 
He certainly didn’t ask Mr. Fielding and Mr. Dean both to be his 
witnesses. 

Mr. Sherman. He is testifying that when he met with Mr. Dean and 
Mr. Fielding, he asked at that time if there was an attorney-client re- 
lationship because he wouldn’t speak with Mr. Fielding present unless 
it was told to him that there was such a relationship. 

Certainly if there is a secretary present in mv office, that is part of 
the privileged communications, because she is an agent of the attorney 
at that time, which Mr. F ielding was. 

Senator Baker. Mr. Chairman, do I understand it to be the Chair’s 
ruling that the witness and counsel have not made out a case to sup- 
port attorney-client privilege? 

Senator Ervin. Yes. I direct the witness to answer the question. 

Senator Baker. And that the witness is instructed to answer Sen- 
ator Weicker’s question. 

Is that the state of affairs ? 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Mr. Segretti. I would be very happy to answer your question, Sen- 
ator Weicker. However, I have really forgotten what it. was. 

Senator Weicker. Whv don’t you just go ahead and describe to the 
committee discussions held in the office located in the Executive Office 
Building on the night of October 10, at which place, Mr. Dean and 
Mr. Fielding and yourself were present? 

Mr. Segretti. To the best of mv recollection, the meeting lasted 
perhaps a half hour, perhaps an hour. He had a copy of the Post 
article that had just come out relating to allegations by Mr. Young. 
Mr. Dean read through that to me, line by line and paragraph by 
paragraph, and we discussed the truth or falsitv of that article. At 
the end of that period of time, there was a brief discussion about me 
making a statement or writing up a statement to be considered the 
next dav for release. 

At about, that point, to the best of my recollection, the meeting 
ended and Mr. Dean drove mvself, and I believe Mr. Fielding was in 
the car. over to a hotel or motel in Crystal City here in Washington, 
at which time, I went in and checked in under another name. They 
waited in the car while I did that. Then I went back, got my luggage, 
and went to sleep. 
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The next rooming — well, that is 

Senator Weicker. Just go ahead in narrative form as you are 
doing now. 

Mr. Segretti. The next morning, I prepared a brief statement — I 
believe the next morning. I was pretty tired that evening. Mr. Field- 
ing came by — it is hard for me to guess the time — 9 o’clock, 10 o’clock 
in the morning. He had another statement that had been prepared by 
someone else' — I don’t know whether it was Mr. Dean or Mr. Fielding 
or others — essentially, that was a denial of most of the allegations. 

Something was said to the effect that he wanted me to go over it and 
he had to take it back to a meeting at the White House. I don’t be- 
lieve I was ever told what the meeting involved or who was involved 
in the meeting, that type of thing, and he said, read over the statement, 
there was time pressure. He read over my statement at the time and he 
•thought that my statement I had prepared was better. 

I read over the statement, I made some corrections on it. There was 
some pressure of time, that is certainly clear in my mind, and he left. 

Later on, Mr. Dean, I believe, came by where I was staying and 
stated something to the effect that the media people decided that things 
will die of their own volition rather than making any statement 
whatsoever. 

Then there was a brief discussion at some point — I don’t know 
whether it was then or later by phone — it is hard to recall fully; it 
was just a few weeks prior to the election — discussion about what I 
should do in the meantime, and there was a social discussion regarding 
how nice the Greek islands were at that time of the year. But I took 
it at that point to be more of a social discussion than anything else. 

Then there was a discussion at some period about going back out 
West. I told him I wanted to go back to the Los Angeles area and 
decided for me to travel by train, and I did. 

Senator Weicker. During the course of the meeting on October 10, 
did you give essentially the details of your activities to Mr. Dean as 
you have given them to this committee — in essence ? 

Mr. Segretti. Not in as much detail, but certainly the general out- 
lines, yes. 

Senator Weicker. The broad outlines. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Now, may I read to you testimony which was 
given before this committee by Mr. Richard Moore. He is now referring 
to a meeting that took place on October 15. 

X can perhaps summarize very quickly. We had that meeting on Friday. The 
story appeared Sunday and of course it was a major story. Monday morning, 
Mr. Ziegler would he subject to press, a lot of queries at his press conference 
(a) ; (b) I rather think Mr. Ehrlichman was going on one of the Sunday inter- 
view shows and there was a meeting in the Roosevelt Room to discuss both 
those things, how do we respond to this and frankly, Senator Weicker, we did 
think, I did. and most of us, that the thrust, of it as far as the White House was 
concerned, Chapin’s role of hiring his old college chum is what he called it, was 
wrong, is wrong but we thought the meaning of it is apparent since to get it 
closer and closer on the Presidency required that there was a political thing in 
the story right in the political season and required, of course, as honest an answer 
as we could make but also one that takes into consideration the charge was rather 
political so we met and discussed how it could be properly handled. 

Now, the response, as I understand it. the brief denial by Mr. Ziegler 
that came forth on your story was as follows : 
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I will not dignify with comment stories based on hearsay, characterization, 
innuendo, or guilt by association. That is the White House position. 

Do you feel that that was an honest response in light of the informa- 
tion which you had given to Mr. Dean and Mr. Fielding in the previous 
days? 

Mr. Segretti. The trouble with giving an answer to that question is 
that the Post article did contain many allegations that were in fact 
not true. There were many truths in that article, however. That is the 
best I can do to answer that. 

Senator Weicker. But at that time, John Dean, counsel to the Pres- 
ident, had essentially— essentially — the story that you have told to us 
here today ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe he did, yes. 

Senator Weicker. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. Senator Inouye. 

Senator Inouye. Thank you ; sir. 

Mr. Segretti, the city of Washington is a city of rumors and there is 
a very persistent one floating around involving you. I would like to 
give you an opportunity to respond to this rumor. 

Do you know Mr. Arthur Bremer ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not. 

Senator Inouye. What does the Greek symbol or letter, delta, mean 
to you? 

Mr. Segretti. Are you referring to my notes, Senator ? 

Senator Inouye. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that means Mr. Nixon, President Nixon. 

Senator Inouye. Who is delta 1 ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that was, in those notes, Mr. Chapin. Those 
were just my own shorthand way of making notes. 

Senator Inouye. And delta 2 ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe in that context, it was Mr. Kalmbach. 

Senator Inouye. And delta 3 ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t know whether I had a delta 3 or not. It would 
be Mr. Strachan, I would imagine. 

Senator Inouye. At the time of your unusual activities, were you 
aware that you were breaking the law when you forceably opened a 
window and placed a stink bomb in headquarters ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, I was not aware of how that stink bomb was 
going to be put in that headquarters. I did not at any time envision 
that the — that it would be done in that manner. 

Senator Inouye. Were you aware that it was a violation of the law 
when a political radio commercial was placed under false sponsorship ? 

Mr. Segretti. I didn’t believe I really thought of it at that time, but 
I certainly know it was wrong. 

Senator Inouye. Were you aware that it was a crime to falsely 
order flowers, limousines, pizzas, liquor, without any intentions to 

pay? 

Mr. Segretti. I didn’t think of it in those terms at that particular 
time. I know it is wrong and I certainly regret it. 

Senator Inouye. Were you aware that it was unlawful to send sala- 
cious and libelous letters ? 

Mr. Segretti. I am certainly aware of it now. 

Senator Inouye. And the fraudulent use of U.S. mails? 



4045 


Mr. Segretti. Yes ; although very honestly, Senator, at that time, 
we just didn’t think of those things. I think to a great extent, we got 
caught up in the zeal of the activity and the zeal of the campaign 
and these things were not done with any great forethought or 
foresight. 

Senator Inottye. Throughout all that time, none of you discussed 
the possible criminal involvement of these acts? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t recall doing that until, really, after the fact. 

Senator T nouye. Now that you look back, wouldn’t you say that just 
about everything you did was a crime of one sort or another? 

Mr. Segretti. No; I don’t believe I can really characterize it in those 
terms. Certainly, many of the things were improper, but things such 
as putting a picket at a rally or something, I don’t believe that is 
illegal. 

Senator Inottye. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Ervin. You don’t call forgery or libel a mere prank, do you ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, I don’t call any of the things I did at this 
point in time pranks. I have stated many times before this committee 
today that they have no place in the American political system. I 
don’t believe there should be pranks as such or dirty tricks, or how- 
ever you want to term it, in the American political system. 

Senator Ervin. Well, it appears here from your testimony that you 
did in effect forge several letters, that you uttered libelous statements, 
and I am glad that you say you don’t classify those things as pranks 
or mere dirty tricks. 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, you know, it is really hard to draw the line 
between a lot of these things. Many people have said that pranks in 
the American political system have been traditional and in some quar- 
ters, humorous and acceptable, and it is a good thing. Well, certainly, 
there should be some light and humor in life and I am the first one to 
say that there should be. But I don’t believe many of these things so 
classified in other contexts as humorous and funny should be present. 

Senator Ervin. You testified under examination by Senator Tal- 
madge that you traveled from Washington to, I believe Philadel- 
phia 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin [continuing] . And then to Chicago and as you trav- 
eled — you went by train ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Ervin. What were you trying to do, hide your whereabouts ? 

Mr. Segretti. Senator, at that time, I was subject to many news- 
paper stories regarding me. I remember getting off, changing trains 
in Philadelphia and seeing my picture on the front page and going 
up to Chicago and seeing my picture on the front page up there. 
And I certainly did not want to talk to any reporters at that period 
of time, that is correct. It would have been difficult for me to honestly 
deny all the questions put to me and I didn’t want, really, to be put 
in that position. Plus the fact that it would have been extremely 
embarrassing to President Nixon, obviously. 

The election was upon us or upon the scene, and I thought it would 
just be best for all concerned to stay out of sight until after the 
election. 

Senator Ervin. Did you talk to anyone about staying out of sight 
before you did stay out of sight ? x 
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Mr. Segretti. Mr. Dean. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Dean ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And he was not your counsel at that time ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I disagree with that. I think he was, but in any 
case, he agreed. 

Senator Ervin. Well, one time down in North Carolina, there was an 
accused in a case that had no lawyer. He had no lawyer, so the judge 
asked him — asked this lawyer if he would represent the accused. He 
said, “Yes.” 

The judge said, “Well, take the accused out to the side room and 
give him the very best advice you can.” 

He went out to the side room with the accused. In a few minutes, 
the lawyer came back without the accused and the judge told the 
sheriff to look out in the side room and bring the accused in. The 
sheriff came back and reported that the accused was not there. 

The judge asked the lawyer, “What does this mean ?” 

The lawyer said, “You told me to give him the very best advice I 
could, and I did.” 

So Mr. Dean — assuming that he was your lawyer — seemed to have 
given you what you considered good advice, because you followed it. 

Mr. Segretti. It certainly sounded like good advice at the time. 

Senator Ervin. And didn’t you adopt similar tactics after the elec- 
tion was all over? 

Mr. Segretti. No, I proceeded to my residence about 2 days after the 
election. 

Senator Ervin. Weren’t you sort of out-of-pocket here about the 
time this committee was set up ? We had a little difficulty finding you, 
or so I am informed by the staff. 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe so. I was always living at my places of 
residence under my name and I don’t believe — many newspapermen 
found me. They didn’t seem to have much difficulty. 

Senator Ervin. Do you have any further questions, Mr. Dash? 

Mr. Dash. I just have a few questions. 

Senator Gurney asked you about the number of people that you 
actually had working for you and I think you said something about 11. 

Mr. Segretti. I just made a guess. 

Mr. Dash. Actually, your expense record that we have shows that 
you actually paid 22 people and that counting those who worked for 
some of the others, would bring it to 28. Following a request that you 
have made to us, I won’t go down the list and name them. 

Mr. Segretti. Fine. 

Mr. Dash. Now, even if there were only 28, which I take it is not 
necessarily a large number when one speaks of thousands working in 
the campaign. Nevertheless, isn’t it true, Mr. Segretti, that only one 
agent acting in the kind of arena that you were acting in, doing the 
kind of work that, say, Mr. Benz was doing, or the work that was 
being done in California, could be quite destructive of a candidate’s 
opportunities ? It doesn’t take very many to do it ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is possible; yes, sir, assuming that that is correct. 

Mr. Dash. The particular letter that we have spoken about, the 
very scurrilous letter about Senator Humphrey and Senator Jackson 
under Senator Muskie’s campaign stationery — Mr. Chapin thought 
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that for very little money, one person got quite a bit of return out of 
it. So you got quite a bit of pack for one person. 

Mr. Segretti. That is the danger for the type of activities that I en- 
gaged in. 

Mr. Dash. Well, I would like the record to show, so that we are not 
misled by numbers, that the fact that there were only 28, that that 
does not minimize the impact that 28 may have had on the election. 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. Now, when you were informed that you were going to be 
called before the grand jury, you did have a meeting with Mr. Dean 
in Miami, did you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Dash. Did the question come up concerning whether or not 
certain parties should be dealt with if it should come up to the grand 
jury? 

Mr. Sherman. Senator, again we are going to raise — he went back 
specifically, I think, to discuss with Mr. Dean his legal rights. If the 
Senator makes the same ruling, we will answer the question. We think 
this conversation is particularly within the attorney-client, privilege 
and I believe Mr. Segretti will testify that he was consulting with 
Mr. Dean in that capacity. 

Senator Ervin. I think I would hold that the evidence totally fails 
to show any attorney-client relationship between Mr. Segretti and 
Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Sherman. And that would include this latter meeting? 

Senator Ervin. Yes, I would think that is evident. 

Mr. Dash. Following that, did you testify before the Senate — did 
you talk to representatives of the Senate Committee on Administra- 
tive Practices in November of 1972 ? 

Mr. Segretti. I never discussed any substance with them, no, sir. 

Mr. Dash. No, but did you tell representatives of that committee 
that because vou had not consulted an attorney, you did not have an 
attorney ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe my statement was to the effect that I did 
not have an attorney in Los Angeles at that time and I wished to con- 
sult with one. At that time, I was in the process, I believe, of obtain- 
ing counsel in Los Angeles, which I did, based on Mr. Dean’s recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Dash. Well, relying on the chairman’s ruling, and I will again 
ask the question : In Miami when you went to see Mr. Dean prior to 
your being called before the grand jury, was there a discussion con- 
cerning certain names of persons you had dealt with during your op- 
erations coming up before the grand jury ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Mr. Dash. 'What names were there concern about? 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Chapin, Mr. Strachan and Mr. Kalmbach. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Dean indicate that he might be able to do 
something about those names not being — coming up ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Could you elaborate a little more on that? 

Mr. Segretti. He said something to the effect that he might be able 
to put parameters on the inquiry. He seemed to be particularly con- 
cerned about Mr. Kalmbach’s name coming up. 
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Mr. Dash. All right. Then when you actually went to testify before 
the grand jury, did you have a meeting with Mr. Silbert ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, I did just prior. 

Mr. Dash. At that time he was acting as the principal Assistant 
U.S. Attorney and in charge of the Watergate investigation? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t know his exact role but I believe that is essen- 
tially correct. 

Mr. Dash. During his questioning of you, or preparation with you, 
before your testimony before the grand jury, did a discussion come up 
concerning Mr. Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Segretti. Brief reference was made; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. How was that reference — how did Mr. Silbert in any way 
refer to Mr. Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Segretti. He said something to the effect, “Were you receiving 
funds from Mr. K ?” 

Mr. Dash. He used the letter “K” ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Did that seem strange to you at the time ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. What impression did you get ? 

Mr. Segretti. The impression I had was that there was something 
going on behind the scenes. 

Mr. Dash. Did you believe then that you were really not being asked 
full questions concerning your knowledge of these facts? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I have to look upon it, upon my perspective now. 
I believe the questions they asked relating to the Watergate burglary 
and wiretap were full and complete. I think they did an adequate job 
in that regard. 

Mr. Dash. There was no effort to ask you any questions concerning 
Mr. Kalmbach or how you were paid ? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, there was that very brief prior discussion with 
Mr. Silbert which did not go into any detail, and during my testimony 
before the grand jury nothing was asked by the U.S. attorneys re- 
garding that. 

Mr. Dash. The only references Mr. Silbert made were to a Mr. “K” 
and not to Mr. Kalmbach to you ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. That was not in front of the grand jury. 

Mr. Dash. No, no, not in front of the grand jury, before you went 
before the grand jury? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Silbert ask you any question concerning Mr. 
Chapin ? 

Mr. Segretti. In the prior meeting? 

Mr. Dash. In the meeting prior to 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Dash. How full was his inquiry on that. ? 

Mr. Segretti. I think I gave him the general outline that I was first 
contacted by Mr. Strachan and Mr. Chapin. 

Mr. Dash. When you appeared before the grand jury, did he ask 
you any questions concerning Mr. Kalmbach and Mr. Chapin? 

Mr. Segretti. To the best of mv recollection he did not. 

Mr. Dash. But did you in fact mention Mr. Kalmbach and Mr. 
Chapin and, if so, under what circumstances ? 
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Mr. Segretti. A grand juror asked me questions relating to those 
individuals, and I believe I answered all of them. 

Mr. Dash. Specifically to those individuals, did the grand juror 
know of those individuals ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Dash. How did it come up ? 

Mr. Segretti. It is very hard to remember, Mr. Dash. That was a 
long time ago. 

Mr. Dash. Weren’t you asked how you were paid and how you got 
involved ? 

Mr. Segretti. Let me give you my best recollection of that. I have 
not seen a grand jury transcript of that, of course, but there was a 
question by a grand juror regarding my financial arrangements, who 
they were with and when was the last money received, and I told 
them — I told them it was Mr. Kalmbach and the last sum I received, 
I gave them the date as best I could recall it, and I told them the sum. 

Mr. Dash. And actually at that time you were really following 
what Mr. Dean had suggested to you in Miami, not to answer questions 
or volunteer anything that was not asked but to try to keep Mr. Kalm- 
bach and Mr. Chapin’s names out, but if the questions were put, to tell 
the whole ball of wax. 

Mr. Segretti. Certainly. 

Mr. Dash. All right. 

Mr. Segretti. I had no intention to perjure myself before the grand 
jury. 

Mr. Dash. But if that juror had not asked that question, Mr. Cha- 
pin’s and Mr. Kalmbach ’s names would not have gone before the grand 
jurv? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t believe they would have. 

Mr. Dash. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Thompson. Mr. Segretti, when the question was asked as to 
who was paying you, was the question also asked what you were being 
paid for ? 

Mr. Segretti. I don’t recall exactly, Mr. Thompson. There were 
some things said that I was engaged in getting pickets, rival pickets, 
in other words a Muskie picket in a Humphrey rally or what have 
you, that type of thing, but no details were ever gone into, just very 
general. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you discuss that in the grand jury ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe so. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you discuss that with Mr. Silbert? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. Beforehand. You have testified about what might 
be described as two different categories of activities, things that might 
be what have been referred to as Dick Tuck type of activities, per- 
haps — amusing things — and things that were possibly violations of 
criminal law and not in any wav amusing. 

What are we to understand about Mr. Silbert ? Are we getting the 
correct impression now? Did he understand the full scope of your 
activities or, to the best of your knowledge, did he only think you were 
engaged in the prank-type things which we have heard testified about 
here for several weeks ? 
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Mr. Segretti. I do not really know. It is hard to guess; but to the 
best of my knowledge, Mr. Silbert had no knowledge of all the activi- 
ties that I engaged in, and probably thought, although this is pure 
speculation, that I was engaged in, shall we say, the prank-type 
activities. 

Mr. Thompson. Did he ask you what you were being paid for ? 

Mr. Segretti. He may have. I really do not recall. 

Mr. Thompson. Did he ask you how much you had been paid ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not believe he did. 

Mr. Thompson. Getting back briefly to who knew what and when, 
I understand in your meeting of October 10, Mr. Dean and Mr. Field- 
ing were both present, and did you discuss the Humphrey-Jackson 
letter with them at that time ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe that was mentioned. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you discuss Mr. Chapin’s involvement with 
them at that time ? 

Mr. Segretti. I cannot say whether I did or not. I just do not recall. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you have a recollection as to the scope of their 
knowledge when you left that meeting with regard to what your activi- 
ties had been? 

Mr. Segretti. I certainly had the general outline of it. I was very 
tired that evening ; I had been up the night before traveling. 

Mr. Thompson. You talked about the Humphrey-Jackson letter 
and you talked about some of the hard stuff anyway ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. The question is whether or not you mentioned other 
individuals, Mr. Chapin and other people, who you had dealt with in 
setting this up ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not know whether that was brought up at that 
time or not. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you have 

Mr. Segretti. Mr. Dean, so far as I know, knew about those indi- 
viduals at that time. I had been introduced to Mr. Dean by Mr. 
Strachan so he knew about Mr. Strachan, and he knew that Mr. 
Strachan knew me. 

Mr. Thompson. You assumed he knew what you were doing — what 
Mr. Strachan had done ? 

Mr. Segretti. I just — I do not believe I made any assumption at 
that point. 

Mr. Thompson. Did you have any subsequent meetings, say that 
month, the month of October, with anyone at the White House ? 

Mr. Segretti. No, I did not; not to my recollection. 

Mr. Thompson. Fielding, Strachan, Dean, Chapin, anyone? 

Mr. Segretti. No: none. 

Mr. Thompson. Was your next meeting with anyone at the White 
House — with Mr. Dean ? 

Mr. Segretti. It was Mr. Dean in Palm Springs, Calif. 

Mr. Thompson. Is that when he taped the conversation that we 
have alluded to ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. Going back to October 10, I believe lie suggested 
that you keep a low profile. 

Mr. Segretti. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Thompson. Is he the one who suggested the train trip ? 

Mr. Segretti. I believe he did. 

Mr. Thompson. Senator Talmadge referred to someone asking you 
whether or not you thought the Greek Islands were pretty at this 
time of year, something to that effect ; was that Mr. Dean ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. I had the impression that he had taken such 
a trip at one time and he said they were. 

Mr. Thompson. Did he ask you if you needed any money ? 

Mr. Segretti. There was a reference to that, I believe, that evening 
around October 10 or whatever, whether I had sufficient funds to 
sustain myself until the election, and I told him I did, and that was 
about the end of that. 

Mr. Thompson. Did he, at any time, offer to get you a job or indi- 
cate that perhaps he had a j ob for you out of the country ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was after I returned to my residence after 
the election. 

Mr. Thompson. About mid-November ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. When you met in Palm Springs with him again, 
did he indicate that he had discussed this matter with anyone else in 
the White House? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not recall that; no, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Just to make sure the record is straight, I under- 
stood your previous answers, after the meeting of October 10, as I 
understand it, you went to a hotel over in Crystal City ; is that correct? 

Mr. Segretti. That is correct. 

Senator Weicker. And you did meet with Mr. Dean again on Octo- 
ber 11? 

Mr. Segretti. If those dates — I believe it was the next day he came 
by to the motel room ; yes. 

Senator Weicker. With a form of denial ? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; I believe that was Mr. Fielding who came by with 
that, and Mr. Dean came by later in the day, if my memory is correct 
on that. 

Senator Weicker. On October 11 ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Did you stay in the motel past the 11th ? When did 
you leave the motel ? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not know whether I left later that day or the next 
day ; it was rather soon then. 

Senator Weicker. So it was Mr. Fielding who came by first? 

Mr. Segretti. That is my best recollection, and then Mr. Dean. 

Senator Weicker. Right ; and then Mr. Dean ? 

Mr. Segretti. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. What was the nature of this denial? Was this 
something that you were supposed to sign ? 

Mr. Segretti. That was my impression ; yes. 

Senator Weicker. Was it in affidavit form ? 

Mr. Segretti. No ; just seemed to be a statement. 

Senator Weicker. A statement which they attempted to get your 
signature on? 

Mr. Segretti. I do not recall if there was a signature line on that or 
not, but certainly my approval. 
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Senator Weicker. I see. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to extend the hearing but I 
think I want to make sure our record is clear. I think, as our record 
from a prior phase of this hearing already shows, that the only rea- 
son the FBI gave, and the U.S. attorney gave, for not pursuing this 
particular matter is there was a belief that dirty tricks did not involve 
criminal behavior. 

Mr. Segretti, you now have pleaded guilty, have you not ? 

Mr. Segretti. That is right. 

Mr. Dash. In the U.S. district court. To what have you pleaded 
guilty? 

Mr. Segretti. To three counts of 18 U.S.C. 612, which is distributing 
or causing to be published unauthorized campaign literature, in other 
words, not properly attributed to the source. 

Mr. Dash. And if, in fact, Mr. Silbert had pursued all of the ques- 
tions he could have pursued concerning your activities, your testimony 
before this committee is you would have told him everything that you 
have done. You would not have withheld anything from Mr. Silbert? 

Mr. Segretti. Well, I do not know how I would have acted — reacted 
to that. I may have taken the fifth amendment at some point. I just do 
not know. 

Mr. Dash. But you did not have that opportunity because Mr. Sil- 
bert did not pursue all these questions with you; did he? 

Mr. Segretti. No, he did not. 

Mr. Dash. I have no further questions. 

Senator Ervin. I understood you to say you told Mr. Silbert you 
had engaged in certain activities for which you had been paid by 
Mr. Kalmbach, and you outlined in a general way what the nature of 
those activities were. 

Mr. Segretti. Very general, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. Yes. And there was nothing to prevent him from 
asking you any further questions if he had had any desire to learn any 
more? 

Mr. Segretti. No. I believe that is correct. The door may have opened 
at that point. 

Senator Ervin. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Segretti, I want to thank you on behalf of the committee for 
the cooperation that you have given us — the full cooperation. You 
have answered all our questions freely, including those where you re- 
lied on the attorney-client privilege that existed between you and John 
Dean, and it has been very helpful to the committee. You apparently 
made a frank disclosure of things, and you have not tried, so far as I 
can tell, to evade answering any question you thought we were entitled 
to have answered. 

Mr. Segretti. Thank you, Senator. I would like to say it certainly 
has not been easy for me or anybody in my position to make some of 
these disclosures because, certainly, I regret sincerely many of the acts 
I was engaged in. However, I do feel it was necessary, and hopefully 
this will, to some extent, in the future prevent other individuals from 
getting in the posture that I am today. 

I do feel a benefit from these hearings, at least in this area, will more 
or less cleanse the system for some time to come. Thank you. 
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Mr. Sherman. Senator, I think I would also like to thank both Mr. 
Lenzner, Mr. Lackritz, in particular and, of course, Mr. Dash and Mr. 
Thompson, because they have been very kind to us over the past few 
months. Thank you. 

Senator Ervin. Thank you. 

The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow. 
[Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Thursday, October 4, 1973.] 
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EXHIBITS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

Exhibit No. 158 
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Ed Muskie would bo no different 
from the Nixons, Agnews, Mitchells, 
Connallys we have now. 

He is the candidate of the 
Democratic Right. His victory would 
be a victory for the old-line reaction 
ary elements in the party. 

Will we sit on our hands again 
until Muskie locks up the nomination 
in the cigar-filled back rooms at 
Miami? Or will we work for a New 
Politics? He’s a sell-out, and we 
know it. 

Let's do something about it. 
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Muskie has always voted against 
gun control. (He violated the law in 
1965 by hunting in a baited field in 
Maryland and was fined.) He sits 
cheek-by-jowl in with the rancid 
National Rifle Association lobby. 

Muskie is the only of the so- 
called Liberal Democrats who crawled 
into bed with racist-supercop Frank 
Rizzo when Rizzo beat liberal Thatcher 
Longstreth for Mayor of Philadelphia 
and now plans a meeting with Rizzo in 
December to sell out Liberalism for 
“law >n order". 
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Muskie added himself publicly to 
the list of political opportunitists in 
opposing abortion reform — denying the 
right of a woman to have control over 
her own body. He is a sexist. 

Muskie has told Black Americans 
that there is no room for them in his 
politics. Blacks are the backbone of 
the Democratic party, and Mr. Muskie 
told them to go to hell. This is 
Muskie' s way of playing on Southern 
Strategy. We don't want a racist to 
represent Democrats in 1972. 


WHAT KIND OF MAN IS ED MUSKIE ? 

He's a wheeling-dealing, ward- 
healing politician who will fit right 
in with the Daley, Meany, Johnson gang 
in the Democratic party. 

He's sold out. Let's not be 
fooled. 

We blew our chance in 1968; let's 
not blow it again. 


•*$ 23 ** * 

CITIZENS FOR A LIBERAL ALTERNATIVE 
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DALEY AT I9M CONVENTION IN CHICAGO 

The silence was ominous. 


services Both Meany and Daley have 
made it clear that they have been mor- 
tally offended, and neither is one to for- 
give or forget an insult, much less a pub- 
lic humiliation 

“ This man's ideas aren't liberal," 
growled Meany last week. "This man's 
ideas are crazy." Meany's anger has 
been building up. It is not just that he ob- 
jects to McGovern's positions on such 
issues as pot, abortion and the Viet Nam 
War He has also developed a distrust 
of the candidate that aides feel can nev- 
er be dispelled. The antagonism dates 
back to 1962. when McGovern ran for 
the Senate from South Dakota. Hard- 
pressed for cash in a tough campaign, 
he asked the AFL-CIO for a S 30.000 loan. 
The request came to Meany. who or- 
dered "Give him the money." With 
that. Meany concluded that he had an- 
other Senator who was safe for labor 

That turned out to be only partly 
true. McGovern dutifully voted the la- 
bor line much of the time, but he 
flunked one crucial test He voted 
against cutting off a filibuster that was 
preventing a vote on repeal of the right- 
to-work provision of the Taft-Hartlcy 
Act— a sacred matter with labor. He 
subsequently cast many other votes that 
were considered anti-labor. To Meany. 
he was an ingrate. He made no notable 
effort to conciliate the labor chieftain. 
Typically, he said that since he had 
made a mistake on right-to-work. 
Meany should confess that he had been 
wrong about the Viet Nam War. By con- 
vention time. Meany was mad enough 
to have the AM. CIO distribute a 46-page 
attack on McGovern's legislative record 
— as if McGovern were the Republican 
presidential candidate. Most of the rest 
of big labor is following Meany's lead. 
Unless he relents, they will not yield, ei- 
ther. It could cost McGovern help jft 
the polls as well as$ 5,000. 000 in labor 
campaign funds. 

Initially. Daley was not as angry at 
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MEANY IN MIAMI tEACH HOTEL LOMY 

The distrust was deep. 


McGovern as Meany was. McGovern 
did not encourage delegates to file in 
his behalf in Chicago; he wanted the 
mayor's support if it was at all possi- 
ble But he forfeited it when Daley's del- 
egates were replaced at the convention 
by the challengers, including some of 
the mayor's sworn enemies, among 
them Alderman William Singer. Watch- 
ing the proceedings from a distance at 
his summer home in Michigan, the may- 
or maintained an ominous silence while 
his supporters vowed that they would 
never back McGovern. Said Chicago 
Alderman Vito Marzullo: “Only the 
Lord or Mayor Daley could activate me 
for McGovern.'' 

At this point the Lord would be the 
better bet. "To Daley." says an aide. 
"McGovern is the classic Methodist 
—the kind of guy who doesn't sweat. 
No one is more difficult for an Irish 
Catholic to get along with than one of 
those non-sweating Methodists." As de- 
vout a Democrat as he is a Catholic. 
Daley would agonize over abandoning 
the presidential nominee. But short of 
that drastic step, there is plenty he can 
do to express his displeasure with Mc- 
Govern. He can cut off Cook County 
funds to McGovern or hamper the dis- 
tribution of his literature or harass his 
workers. On Election Day. Daley’s pre- 
cinct workers will be strategically sta- 
tioned at polling places. Conceivably. 
Daley’s services may not be as indis- 
pensable as they once were— at least so 
the McGovern forces hope. A group of 
reformers called the Independent Pre- 
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cinct Organization, led by Bill Singer, 
have developed a grass-roots organiza- 
tion that has proved as effective as Da- 
ley's in some local races. If it can be 
mobilized for McGovern, it might do 
the work that Daley seems likely to 
shun. Then, too. Daley might eventually 
be moved to help McGovern — a little 
If Meany and Daley remain hostile 
to McGovern in the campaign or are 
at least neutralized. President Nixon has 
an advantage he would not have 
dreamed possible before the conven- 
tion. Spokesmen for the Old Politics 
though they may be, the two bosses have 
enormous appeal for a large part of the 
electorate— the "ethnics." the kind of 
voter that was underrepresented at the 
Democratic Convention and is likely to 
resent McGovern. If these voters switch 
to the Republicans in large numbers, a 
sizable chunk of the Democratic coali- 
tion will disappear. Would Meany and 
Daley, loyal Democrats all these years, 
welcome such a development? In the 
past, they have taken exception to the 
President. Yet they have also learned 
to live with him, though not very com- 
fortably They are not sure they would 
be as comfortable with McGovern, who 
so far has made life distinctly trouble- 
some for them. They might be willing 
to wait out another four years of Re- 
publican rule in order to get the kind 
of Democrat they want. It is Candidate 
George McGovern's task to convince 
them that it is not worth the wait, that 
even if he is not their kind of Dem- 
ocrat. it is still in their interest to sup- 
port him in the coming campaign. 


THE DELEGATES 

Eve’s Operatives 

Gazing around the convention 
through her blue-tinted glasses. Gloria 
Steinem pronounced with satisfaction: 
"We've changed the population here. It 
almost looks like the country." What 
she meant was that women are 52 f 7e. of 
the nation's population, and last week 
close to 40 7t of the convention dele- 
gates were women — a dramatic jump 
over their Wk representation at the 
1968 Democratic Convention. Decora- 
tive as the women were in their bell-bot - 
tom trousers, miniskirts, jeans and hot 
pants, they were not there to be on dis- 
play but to seek power. Except for a 
couple of setbacks, they got enough to 
satisfy and even surprise them. 

The National Women’s Political 
Caucus had worked hard to get women 
elected as delegates under the liberal- 
ized MeGovern-Fraser Commission 
rules. At the convention, they turned 
up everywhere in positions of power 
—on the Credentials Committee, the 
Rules Committee, the Platform Com- 
mittee. They came in all sizes, ages and 
accents. They ranged from Katherine 
Harjo, 17, a Seminole Indian from 
Oklahoma to Jessie Sanders, 79. a po- 
litical pro from South Dakota. The con- 
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[From the Chicago Dally News, July 11, 1972] 

Ibked by Losses, Meant Shuns Convention Hall 
(By William J. Eaton) 

Miami Beach. — The 77-year-old president of the AFL-CIO, George Meany, has 
stayed away from the convention hall. 

But Meany’s top political adviser, A1 Barkan, and about 50 officers of AFL-CIO 
unions, watched glumly Monday night as roll call votes registered major victories 
for Sen. George S. McGovern. 

Meany let loose an across-the-board blast Monday at the foreign and domestic 
record of the South Dakota senator, in a last-ditch effort to prevent McGovern’s 
nomination. 

A 23-page “white paper” was released by a Meany aide during the McGovern 
camp’s successful fight to seat all 271 of his California delegates. 

The paper is certain to make good ammunition for President Nixon if McGov- 
ern is nominated. 

“Senator McGovern has adopted the ‘new populism’ as a key campaign slogan,” 
the AFL-CIO document says. “Yet the record shows that he has repeatedly voted 
wrong on legislation affecting working people and the trade union movement.” 

The “white paper” attacks McGovern’s votes dating back to 1957 and scores 
his views on civil rights, amnesty, marijuana, crime, violent protests, Vietnam, 
Israel and defense budget cuts. 

In general, McGovern is pictured as weak on such key labor issues as minimum 
wage increases and federal union shop legislation. The document implies that 
McGovern has been indifferent on civil rights and is pro-Arab in the Middle East 
dispute. 

Jerry Wurf, pro-McGovern leader of the AFL-CIO State, County and Municipal 
Employees Union, shook his head in dismay over the labor opposition to the 
apparent winner. 

“Labor cannot dictate to the Democratic Party and now Meany and the others 
are painting themselves into a corner,” Wurf lamented. “It’s sickening.” 

Leonard Woodcock, president of the United Auto Workers, has been a behind- 
the-scenes McGovern supporter. His union is expected to endorse the South 
Dakotan against Mr. Nixon. 

A labor leader backing Sen. Edmund S. Muskie on the convention floor, Wil- 
liam Du Chessi, secretary-treasurer of the Textile Workers Union of America, 
said several AFL-CIO unions, including his own, probably would endorse 
McGovern before November. 

But the AFL-CIO attack raised new doubts about whether federation leaders 
would give their traditional allegiance to the Democratic presidential contender. 

The AFI^-CIO Executive Council is scheduled to meet Aug. 30 to decide whether 
to make an endorsement in the presidential contest. No one expects an AFL-CIO 
endorsement of Richard Nixon but federation neutrality would be a plus for the 
President. 

Meany at one point said he would favor any Democratic contender except 
Alabama Gov. George Wallace and New York Mayor John V. Lindsay. But as 
McGovern’s chances improved on the primary trail, Meany’s attitude apparently 
changed. 

I. W. Abel, president of the Steelworkers, is reported to be behind Meany's 
action. Abel is a fervent Humphrey supporter. 
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the McGovern kecord 

A Critical Appraisal 


DOMESTIC ISSUES 

* Labor 

* Civil Rights 

* Amnesty and the Draft 

* Marijuana 

* Crime 


* Violent Protests 
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LABOR ISSUES 

Senator McGovern has adopted the "new populism" as a key campaign slogan. 
Yet the record shows that he has repeatedly voted wrong on legislation affecting 
working people and the trade union movement. 

In 1959, McGovern voted for the Landrum-Griff in bill , which was opposed 
by organized labor. The overwhelming majority of non-Southern Democrats voted 
"no” - among them such Democrats from neighboring states as Senators Anderson 
and Metcalf of Montana and Senator Burdick of North Dakota, as well as four 
Democrats from Minnesota and five from Wisconsin. (26) 

In i960, McGovern voted against raising the Minimum Wage to $1.15 and 
extending coverage to 1.4 million retail workers. He was one of only five non- 
Southern Democrats to vote "no." (27) 

In 1966, McGovern was one of only 5 Northern Democrats who voted to deny 
minimum wage coverage to some 1,000,000 workers in retail and service firms 
with gross sales of less than $500,000 annually. McGovern also voted against 
raising the minimum wage to $1.55. 

Also in 1966, McGovern voted against a Long (D-La.) amendment requiring 
states to provide eligible workers a minimum of 26 weeks of unemployment compen- 
sation coverage for 20 weeks of employment. Only five other Northern Democrats 
voted "no.*' 

In the same year, McGovern was one of 6 Northern Democrats to vote for 
a Dirk sen amendment to cut the appropriations for the Departments of Labor and 


HEW. 
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In 1968, the man hailed as the candidate of the young, voted, along 
with Republicans and Southern Democrats, to table a Javits amendment which 
would have provided $52.1 million in appropriations to the Labor Department 
for summer jobs . 

McGovern and 14(b) ... or the Case of Great Plains Wheat, Inc. 

After the Democratic sweep in 1964, President Johnson and pro-labor 

Senators made an all-out effort to repeal section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 

% 

Act. The conservative forces mounted a filibuster to .prevent the repeal 
bill (H.R. 77) from coming to a vote in the Senate. On October 11. 1965, 
Mansfield moved to invoke cloture. McGovern voted against cloture — and the 
motion failed. 

Two more cloture motions were made — on February 8 and 10, 1966. 

* 

McGovern voted for cloture the first time, against it the second time — the 
only Senator to switch his vote. He explained that the first vote was to 
indicate his opposition to filibuster in general, while the second vote 
indicated his opposition to the repeal bill . 

McGovern is quoted as saying: 

"If was a straight political decision. It was the a"ly time in 
the United States Senate I voted against my conscience." (28) 

More recently, on May 13, 1972, McGovern told the New York Times that, just as 
he had conceded he had made a mistake on the 14(b) vote, George Meany should 
acknowledge that he. had made a mistake in supporting the Vietnam War. The 
implication is that the AFL-CIO position on the war was, like McGovern’s 
position on 14(b), a "straight political decision," a violation of "conscience 
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What was the politics of McGovern's decision to vote "against my 
conscience?" 

In February, 1964, President Johnson had helped to end a maritime 
union boycott o r wheat shipments to the Soviet Union by pledging thit 
fifty percent of such shipments would be carried in U.S.-flag ships. This 
had- been the original understanding when President Kennedy had approved the 
wheat program, but several giant wheat export companies sought to increase 
their profits by peeking a reduction in the 50% requirement. 

The wheat companies continued to press for a reduction. On May 19, 
the companies' views were expressed in a memorandum from Great Plains 
Wheat, Inc. to the Special U.S. Maritime Advisory Committee. Meanwhile, 
Paul Hall, president of the Seafarers Union, had sent Senator McGovern a 
statement of the Union’s position. Mr. Hall ‘received a reply from Senator 
McGovern dated May 24. It was word for- word, page after page, identical to 
the statement of Great Plains Wheat, Inc. Senator McGovern was clearly 
serving as a mouthpiece for an organization founded to promote foreign and 
domestic wheat sales. 

Three months later, on August 24, Senator McGovern was interviewed 

by Sander Vanocur on NJ3C’s Today show. The following exchange took place: 

Va nocur : Senator, to be blunt about it, you have threatened on 

the Senate floor, have you not, that there’s a possibility the 
Democratic Senators from farm states may not support the union 
movement on 14(b), an attempt to wipe out the right-to-work laws. 

Are you going to follow through with that, if you don't get your 
way on this? 

McGove rn: Well, I can't speak for other Senators, but what I had 
said on the Senate floor is, I can't get up very much enthusiasm 
personally for a crusade to repeal section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley 
law, the so-called Right-to-Work law that exists' in some of our 
states, at a time when the same labor leaders who are urging this 
repeal of that restriction on labor have placed a restriction on 
my wheat farmers. . . . 
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At issue here was not the well-being of Senator McGovern’s farmers — 
their wheat had already been sold — but the profits of the wheat export 
companies as measured against the jobs of maritime workers. 

McGovern went with the companies — not only against the maritime 
workers but against all workers who do not enjoy the benefits of unionism 
because of Right-to-Work laws. 


CIVIL RIGHTS 

The 1957 Civil Rights Act was the first civil rights law to be enacted 
by Congress since thedays of reconstruction. McGovern was absent on the votes 
leading to passage of this bill in the House. (29) 

In 1959, when the House passed the Rooney Amendment to the Justice 
Department Appropriations bill (H.R. 8385) to extend the life of the Civil 
R ights' Commission for 2 .years and appropriate $500,000 to it, McGovern was 
absent — and did not pair. (30) 

When the Civil Rights Act of 1960 was up for final House approval, 
McGovern was absent — and did not pair. (31) 

In 1960, McGovern voted against the McDonough Amendment (to the Housing 
bill) which would prohibit the Federal National Mortgage Association from 
purchasing "housing where discrimination was involved. (32) 

One month later, McGovern voted against the Powell Amendment to the 
School Construction bill requiring that facilities built, under the Act be 
open to all students without regard to race, color, creed, national origin 
or religion. 

On June 15, 1964, Senator McGovern joined 22 other Senators — 18 of 
them from Southern and Border states, in supporting a last ditch effort to 
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emasculate the voting rights provisions of the landmark Civil Rights Act of 
1964. The McGovern supported amendment was defeated 62-23. 

On May 13, 1968, Senator McGovern joined in supporting punitive 
legislation that sought to disqualify anyone convicted of participating in a 
riot from Federal employment for a period of 6 years. This legislation was a 
thinly veiled effort to punish blacks who had participated in the disturbances 
that followed the King assassination. 

The Atlanta Constitution of June 7, 1972, reported that McGovern 
offered two major concessions to the South in meetings at the Democratic 
governors’ conference in Houston. One was to discourage frivolous challenges 
to delegations to the na ti»nal convention. The other was a premise ” to push 
for a change in the 1965 Voting Rights Act which requires Southern states 
including Georgia to submit state reapportionment plans to the Justice 
Department.” (Portions of Georgia’s 1972 plan were turned down.) 

When McGovern’s stands on these issues are combined with his votes on 
minimum wage, youth employment and other economic issues of concern to working 
people, the result is a record that, with regard to the needs of minorities, 
can only be described as ambiguous at best. 

AMNESTY AND THE DRAFT * 

McGovern has 'promised that if elected he would grant amnesty to people who lave 
gone to jail or left the country to avoid serving in the army in Vietnam . (This 
has since become one of the most frequently-repeated McGovern pledges.) He 
added: - 
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"It' may very well he that statements of t his k in d will lead some 
people to hold out against the draft , but i:-. is a position on which 
I feel very strongly." (33) 


McGovern also said he would extend amnesty to those who are accused of leading 
America into the war by war 'crimes trials on college campuses: 


"I think no useful purpose can be served in the effort to pin on a 
few men the responsibility for the war in which millions of Americans 
have shared. "■ (34) 

In a "Meet the Press” interview on February 21, 1971, David Broder 
referred to a McGovern statement. that at his age and vj5?lt i:is convictions 
he could not participate in the Vietnam War. Broder asked McGovern if that 
would be a conviction that he thought would serve as an example to the young 
people of the country if he were President. He replied: 


"I made very clear that I wouldn’t offer advice to any young 
man faced with the draft or with a decision not to respond to the 
draft . I have an 18-year-old son who is in that situation and I 
wouldn’t advise him. That is a matter of conscience. .. Wha L I said 
the other day that you are referring to is that George McGovern, at 
the age of 49, feeling the wav I do about this war, I could not con- 
scientiously support it.. I am not recommending that course for any- 
one else but I regard this war as the most barbaric and inhumane act 
that our country has ever committed . ” 


In a speech at Ohio State University on May 2 McGovern suggested, to 
the delight of his student audience, that the Joint Chiefs of Staff precede the 
troops into any future war. McGovern added that, if he were writing new draft 
laws, "nobody under 30 woul d be drafted ." (35) 


LEGALIZATION OF MARIJUANA 

In a speech at a drug counseling center in Boston on February 16, 1972, 


McGovern said that 
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’’experience, along with limitations on enforcement personnel and the 
grave costs involved in imposing severe sentences and prison terms on 
usually law-abiding young people and young adults, suggests that a more 
promising route might be to regulate marijuana along the same lines as 
alcohol , while continuing and expanding educational programs aimed at 
discouraging its use.” (36) 


On February 17, McGovern sent a qualifying statement to UPI: 


"I have not in the past, nor do I now advocate, the legalization of 
marijuana. Our knowledge of the possible harmful effects of 
marijuana is insufficient to allow us to conclude that it should be 
legalized. * However, I believe that no person should be sent to jail 
for the mere possession or use of marijuana. This has been my posi- 
tion for some time." 


CRIME 

Senator McGovern has called for the '’decriminalization" of marijuana. 

And he denounced J. Edgar Hoover as "a menace to personal citizens" (sic) and 
"a chief obstacle to law enforcement.” But at a time when millions of Americans 
are deeply and rightly concerned about rising crime rates, Senator McGovern has 
largely ignored this issue in his campaign. 

In his mass mailing fund appeal of 1971 — 8 pages of McGovern's positions 
on the issues — the only specific item that deals with crime control is this: 


"We»must upgrade the quality of our local police and improve the 
understanding and communication between the police and the community. 
My policemen's G.I. bill would enable policemen to get a college 
education for self-improvement. They would not only gain in socio- 
logical understanding of community problems but would mingle with 
students as equals in a way that could bring better communication 
and mutual respect." 


To be sure, McGovern has spoken, in generalities, about the need to 
eliminate poverty, slums, and the other conditions that are conducive to crime. 
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but in the absence of statements dealing with the need for immediate crime . 
control, the implication' is that the victims of crime can expect no relief , 
until our larger socio-economic problems are solved. And it is doubtful that 
better communication between police and college students will significantly 
reduce the crime rate. 


POLITICAL VIOLENCE 

. « 

Senator McGovern’s statements on violent demonstrations repeatedly 
Convey the impression that it is not violent demonstrators who are to blame: 
but government policies. 

Thus, on March 1, 1971, McGovern deplored the bombing of the Capitol 

as a "barbaric act” but related it to ”our Vietnam madness.” 

"The massive bombardment we are continuing year after year against the 
peoples of Indochina has its counterpart in the mounting, destruction 
of human values in our land. It is not possible to teach an entire 
generation to bomb and destroy others in an undeclared, unjustified, 
unending war abroad without paying the price in the derangement j>f 
our own society .” (37) 

On March 30, 1971, McGovern extended his support to the upcoming 
April 24 "peaceful protest” against Vietnam in Washington and San Francisco. 
Then, on May 3, in a statement on the violence that followed the peaceful 
demonstrations, McGovern had this to say: 


”1 regret deeply the events that are taking place in Washington today. 

I cannot condone illegal acts by those who seek an end to the Indochina 
war. These acts undermine the efforts in Congress to bring about a 
withdrawal of our forces by the end of this year.... As much as I 
regret the confrontation between demonstrators and police, I believe 
it is the direct result of the failure of the Administration to listen 
to the American popple. IVhat we see today is just another sign of 
the frustration felt by so many people. I hope it will not, bring further 
confrontations this week. But even more, I hope that the Administration 
will finally listen to America and end the war . " (38) 


-19. 
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That same day, McGovern told an Ohio State University audience: 

"It's a mistake in terms of one's effectiveness to engage in 
disorderly and violent tactics that interfere with the rights of 
others.” (39) 

Thus, McGovern's criticism of violent demonstrations seems r?inly 
tactical: they don’t work — they drive people over to the other side. One 
cannot find a McGovern statement indicating' that violent protests are 
inherently wrong, no matter what the protestors feel about government policy, 
and that those who engage in them must bear full responsibility for the con- 
sequences. 

Indeed, in urging that the Administration respond to the violent 
demonstrations by ending the war, Senator McGovern in effect helps to 
legitimate such demonstrations as an effective pressure upon government 
policy. 



FOREIGN POLICY AND NATIONAL DEFENSE 

* Basic Assumptions 

* View of the Cold War 

* The Soviet Union 

* Czechoslovakia 

* China 

* Vietnam 

* Israel and the Middle East 


Proposed Military Cuts 
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FOREIGN POLICY ASSUMPTION'S 


"It is not enough merely to favor withdrawal from Vietnam. If 
we are truly to reverse our national priorities and restore 
sanity to our national life, we must have a President whose 
thinking is completely free from the last vestiges of the cold 
war paranoia which led to our Vietnam involvement in the first 
place." (1) 


In the view of Senator George McGovern, our presence in Vietnam 
is the outgrowth of an overall foreign policy which has been fundamentally 
wrong because it has been based on a paranoid attitude, toward Communism. 

"This is what 1 mean by cold war paranoia — the thinking which 
dictates that 25 years after World War II, we must keep half a 
million American troops in Europe to defend the 250 million people 
of Western Europe from 200 million Russians, who meanwhile have to 
worry about 700 million Chinese at their back door!" 

"Keeping our NATO forces in Europe alone costs us $14 billion. Yet 
many Senators who voted for the McGovern-Hatf ield amendment calling 
for total withdrawal from Vietnam by the end of this year voted 
against the Mansfield proposal to cut our NATO forces in half." (2) 


Senator McGovern would replace our "paranoid" anti-Communism with a different 
attitude. 


"Speaking for myself, I think Communism is another economic system 
that doesn't happen to fit my view of how society ought to be 
organized, but I'm willing to live in a world of diversity and I 
think we can get along with the Communists. If people want to be 
'.organized under a Communist system, we’ve got to accept the fact 
that this is their judgment to make." (3) 


And Time reports McGovern as saying: 


"I don’t like Communism, but I don't think we have any great obligation 
to save the world from it. That's a choice other countries have to 
make . " (4) 
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The Time article continues: 

"Going beyond the Nixon Doctrine, McGovern says that he would 
prefer that nations like Brazil and India not turn Communist, 
but that if they did, it would not fundamentally affect our 
interest." 

Thus, Senator McGovern sees Communism as just "another economic system” 
which some people "want to be organized under" — a " choice " they have made. 
Presumably, the people who live under Communist regime have freely made that 
choice. ■ 


By contrast. Senator McGovern has a less benigr. view of what he calls 
"the so-called free world": 


"The establishment center has persisted in seeing the planet as 
.engaged in a gigantic struggle to the death between the free world 
and the Communist world. The facts are that much of the so-called 
free world is not free but a collection of self-seeking military 
dictators financed by hard-pressed American workers. And most of 
the Communist nations are far more obsessed with their own internal 
divisions than they are with Washington, London, Bonn or Saigon." (5) 


HENRY WALLACE AND THE COLD WAR 

In' 1948, McGovern was an avid supporter of Henry Wallace and went as a 
delegate from Illinois to the Progressive Party Convention which nominated 
Wallace for President. McGovern, according to a biography, was "bewildered 
at the 'fanaticism' of some of the people closest to Wallace, and dropped out 
of the campaign. Nonetheless, McGovern continues to defend Henry Wallace's 
basic foreign policy outlook. 

"I felt then, as I do now, that U.S. foreign policy was needlessly 
exacerbating tension with the Soviet Union and that we were wrong in 
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our support of Chiang, the French in Indochina, and Boa Dai. I 
wasn't happy with the direction the Democratic Party was taking 
in those times. I liked what Wallace had to say about foreign 
policy . I still think he was essentially riqht . M (6) 


At issue is not whether McGovern supported Wallace in 1948 — so did 
many others: The issue is: how does he feel about it novy . Most others had 
second thoughts later on. McGovern did not. 


"I’m not at all ashamed that I campaigned for Henry Wallace in 
1948. He was a great Secretary of Agriculture and a great Vice 
President. I’m very proud of it. 

"If we had listened to some of the things that Henry Wallace said, 
we might have avoided the Korean War and the Vietnam War." (7) 

”1 think my judgment was pretty good for a 25-year old." (8) 

"So what? I am rather proud of it." (9) 


THE SOVIET UNION 


There is an echo of the Henry Wallace attitude in some of Senator 
McGovern’s statements on the Soviet Union and the Cold War. 


” . . . we're going to have to abandon our paranoia about Russia’s 
ambition to dominate the world . I think if the Russians had 
messianic views at one time, they've largely subsided . The Soviets 
are interested in a security zone to protect them from another 
invasion from the West , from revived German militarism, and they see 
American policy in Western Europe as reviving German power and build- 
ing a nuclear cordon around them. I've always felt that's the real 
reason they wanted a cushion of Communist states on their western 
border, from Poland to tie Mediterranean ." (10) 

"The enormous American buildup after World War II almost guaranteed 
that the Soviets would attempt to offset it. If we had moved with 
less ambition in trying to encircle them with nuclear power, they 
might have been less fearful and therefore, less belligerent than 
they’ve become." (11) 
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But if Soviet imperialism has subsided -- if indeed, it ever existed — how 
does Senator McGovern explain the Soviet role in the Middle East? It is, 
he says, an exception: 

"But the Middle East is different. There's an old czarist carry-over 
involved there, I think, of wanting to have access to the eastern 
Mediterranean. I suppose they're concerned’ about the oil in the 
Middle East, although perhaps not as much as we are. But they’re 
going to be a force in the Mediterranean whether we like it or not; 
they're going to increase their sea power in that area ." (12) 

** 

Apparently, the expansionist ambitions of the Soviet Union are confined 
to the Middle East, and these are rooted not in Communism but in czarism. Even 
so, the Russians' interest in the region's oil supply is less than our own. 

Moreover, although McGovern sees an inevitable Soviet military build-up 
in the Middle East, his proposed defense budget would preclude an appropriate 
American response, (See pp. 12-14.) 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

If any event of modern times has .underscored the imperialist character 
of the Rus’sian regime, it was the invasion of Czechoslovakia. But even on this 
occasion, McGovern found a way to blame American policy. 

In a speech at the City Club of Clevelandon August 23, 1968, McGovern 
said that, while the Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia was in "blatant dis- 
regard of international order," the 


"Government of the United States, the foreign policy of this 
Administration, also bears a considerable part of the blame." (13) 
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According to McGovern, we had so "squandered American military might in the 
futile war in Vietnam" that the Russians did not feel deterred. Moreover, the 
Johnson Administration "has helped to establish the claim of large nations to 
intervene in small nations.” Finally, 


"...in bypassing the U.N. in our own unilateral intervention, we 
have weakened both international law and the influence of world 
opinion. The brave people of Czechoslovakia have paid the price ." (14) 

Thus, Senator McGovern adopted the line of the New Left that Vietnam is 
America's Czechoslovakia — and that the Johnson Administration had to bear 
the responsibility for what the Russians did to the people of Czechoslovakia! 
So blind was McGovern to the meaning of the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia 
that less than a year later, he -could say: 


"International conditions have changed so radically that I doubt 
whether the policy-makers of 25 years ago could find today the 
political landmarks most prominent in the world affairs of their 
day. . . Moscow does not and cannot control the action of such diverse 
Communist groups as those in China, or Vietnam, or Czechoslovakia, 
or Cuba, or Albania. " 


In the same statement, McGovern also said: 


"It is unclear to me how we can expect the Soviets to loosen 
their grip over the eastern half «f Eutop'e so long as the western 
half remains militarily dominated by the United States." 


It is apparently Senator McGovern's view that the American military presence 
in Western Europe is comparable to the Soviet role in Eastern Europe. 


CHINA 


"The primary responsibility for the people of Taiwan is in the 
hands of the Chinese government. You have to express the hope 
that it would deal with its people peacefully." (16) 

"China is incapable of any expansionist design." (17) 
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VIETNAM 

Senator McGovern has been critical of only one side in the Vietnam War — 
ours. While frequently condemning American policy and the Saigon government, he 
has looked upon the North Vietnamese as the bearers of authentic Asian nation- 
alism. He has denounced successive South Vietnamese regimes as corrupt dicta- 
torships while ignoring the totalitarian character of the Communist regime 
in Hanoi. 

In a "Meet the Press" interview. Robert Novak reminded McGovern of an 
earlier statement he had made (Jan. 28, 1971) that we were "on the wrong side 
of national aspirations throughout Asia.” Novak asked whether the North 
Vietnamese troops invading Cambodia and lodged in Southern Laos without the 
consent of the Laotian government represented the right side of national aspira- 
tions in Asia. McGovern's response: 

"They are a lot closer to the nationalistic aspirations of their people 

than the American troops who are there." (18) 


This view was expanded in the interview with Playboy : 

McGovern : "I think that Ho Chi Minh has copied our Declaration of 

Independen ce. He was really trying to throw the French out, not 
invite the Chinese in. And, as Eisenhower said: 'If there had been 

an election after they threw the French out, he would have had 
80 percent of the vote, at least, in both North and South Vietnam.' 
Similarly, George Washington was overwhelmingly elected once he 
kicked the British out of the country." 

Playboy : "I suppose that Nixon would like to make the late Ho Chi 

Minh into the Vietnam Hitler. Are you suggesting lie might be the 
North Vietnam George Washington ?" 


McGovern : " That 1 s right . " (19) 
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In the same interview, McGovern was asked: "Do you sympathize with the 

aspirations of the Viet Cong and their North Vietnamese allies?” . Fie replied: 

"In that they are striving for national independence, yes... 

(although) I can scarcely condone the terror the Vietcong and 
Hanoi have adopted as a military tactic." 

In Bedford, New Hampshire, on August 9, 1971, McGovern charged that 

"the real war criminals are the people that deceived the Congress 
and the American people about this war . " 

When asked if he meant the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, he replied: 

"No question about it at all — I think they were very much in error." (20) 

In a magazine interview, McGovern was asked if he agreed with Gloria 
Steinem's thesis that the causes of the Vietnam war can be traced to the 
" masculine mystique " which requires male leaders to pursue aggressive politics. 
He replied that the thesis " might be correct ." (21) 

McGovern's proposals for ending the war rest on an indifference to the 
fate of South Vietnam and an enormous confidence in the good will of Hanoi. 

In an interview with the Washington Post on January 9, 1972, McGovern 
criticized President Nixon's November statement on Vietnam, and said that in 
November he would have announced a specific withdrawal date. But, he added, 
now that the Vietnam elections are over, the South Vietnamese are "now ready 
to chart their own future." Asked if he would have gone a step further and 
said that it no longer matters, how it comes out in Vietnam , McGovern replied: 
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"Well that’s what I would have thought privately. I don’t 

know whether I would have said that. I’ve said that as a candidate, 

if I were in Nixon'.s place, I don’t know what I would have done." 

In a nationally televised debate (June 4, 1972), he explicitly stated 
that he would withdraw all American aid from South Vietnam before securing 
agreement for the r&lease of American POWs. He said he would depend on the 
power of world opinion to induce North Vietnam to release the prisoners. 

Then, on June 28, McGovern told a meeting of South Carolina delegates 
to the Democratic Convention: 

" Begging is better than bombing . I would go to Hanoi and beg if 
I thought that would release the boys one day earlier, but begging 
won’t help if we bomb and aid the Thieu Government." (22) 

The notion that an American President should go begging to Hanoi will make 
sense only to those who believe that in the Vietnam war all right is on one 
side — Hanoi's — and all wrong on the other — ours. It is doubtful that 
such people will constitute a majority of the electorate in November. 

ISRAEL AND THE MIDDLE EAST 

In 1957, McGovern was one of a small minority of Congressmen to vote 
against H.R. 117 authorizing President Eisenhower to undertake a program of 
military and economic cooperation with Middle Eastern states in order to 
counteract Communism. The Resolution passed overwhelmingly, 355-61. (23) 

In May of 1970, Senator McGovern signed two letters, one to President 
Nixon and another to Secretary Rogers, supporting the sale of aircraft to 
Israel. Two months later, in a position paper on the Middle East, McGovern 
qualified his stand. "The United States," he said, "should clearly express 
its will that the aircraft sold to Israel should not be used for incursions" 
across the Suez Canal. 
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"Such a declaration would signal to the Arab leaders the American 
intention to seek directly some restraint on the part of Israel . 

This would hdlp. restore credibility in American policy. Though it 
would cost them nothing in strategic terms, the Arabs should 
reciprocate by ending the formal state of war between the two sides, 
which might have an important psychological effect." (24) 

Thus McGovern demanded concrete concessions from the Israelis in return for 
Arab expressions of good faith. He was either unaware of or indifferent to 
the fact that Israel's air raids over Egypt were a direct and necessary 
response to the Nar of Attrition which Egypt declared in April, 1969, when 
she announced her unilateral abrogation of the June, 1967 UN cease-fire. r* 
Israel's efforts to knock out the Soviet missiles and other sophisticated - 
military equipment were basic to her defense. If Israel stipulated that she 
would not use her aircraft over Arab territory, Egypt would be able to wage 
war against Israel at virtually no cost to herself. Egypt would have no 
incentive to maintain a cease-fire. 

Despite his protestations that his general "dove" position does not 
preventhim from taking a strong position on maintaining Israel’s military 
strength. Senator McGovern is obviously uncomfortable with the issue of 
providing U.S. arms to Israel. Thus, while lie voted for the Jackson amendment 
authorizing $500 million for Israel, he voted against the final bill because 
it also contained military aid for Laos and Cambodia and what McGovern objected 
to as "a sustained high level of defense spending." 

In July, 1971, when the Administration was withholding a reply to a 
Ibng-stahding Israeli request to buy more aircraft, McGovern told the Jewish 
Telegraphic Agency that he was at that time "not active" in efforts to persuade 
the Administration to answer the request because he was”not aware of any Con- 
gressional initiatives." (25) 
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In the same interview, McGovern said explicitly that he did not believe 
freedom of Israel shipping through the Straits of Tiran meant continued Israeli 
control of Sharm el-Sheikh . 

On March 2, 1971, in a Washington speech, Senator McGovern registered 
his approval of the Rogers Plan . He said Israel's borders should be guaranteed 
by pledges from the Arab states and possibly also by the United States and the 
Soviet Union. McGovern’s statement was prominently featured in the press and 
drew an avalanche* of criticism from both Jews and non- Jews in the Democratic 
Party. 

McGovern issued a statement on March 5 "expanding on his views." He 
said that "I feel the basic thrust of the Dixon Administration policy in the 
Middle East is correct," that "no solution can or should be imposed on the 
Middle East by outside powers," that borders and other issues must be resolved 
by "negotiations between the Middle East governments," that "Israel will never 
accept a settlement that does not assure her of defensible borders," and that 
“hur government should not seek to predetermine the outcome of negotiations." 

He did not acknowledge that the Nixon Administration was, in effect trying to 
impose its border plan on Israel through Jarring at that very time; he did not 
■qualify his previous endorsement of the-Rogers plan — in fact, he indicated 
his belief that the borders outlined in that Plan were consistent with "defens- 
ible borders.” 

On May 8, 1972, in an interview' with the Christian Science Monitor . 
Senator McGovern said he thought Senator Frank Church "would make a great 
Secretary of State." Senator Church voted against legislation providing 
military credits for Israel in both 1970 and 1971. He was among only seven 
leaders who opposed the legislation in 1970 and among only fourteen who 
opposed it in 1971, 
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In the same interview, McGovern said that Richard Stearns — who was 
in charge of the Senator's campaign in the non-primary states — would have a 
key role in the inner core of a McGovern administration. Stearns, formerly 
International Affairs Vice President of the National Student Association, was 
one of the signers of a viciously anti-Israel ad published in the New York 
Times (November 22, 1967) under the sponsorship of the Cambridge Committee for 
Respect and Humanity. The ad bore the signatures of such anti-Semites and 
Arab propagandists as Arnold Toynbee and Mohammed Mehdi and solicited funds 
for Arab "relief" organizations such as American Middle East Rehabilitation, 
which sponsors anti-Israel rallies and disseminates anti-Israel propaganda. 

On June 19, 1972, McGovern received the endorsement of Mohammed Mehdi. 
Or. Mehdi, an official of the Action Committee for Arab-American Relations, 
an Arab propaganda group, said in an interview on WNEW-TV: 


"There is of course, a matter of contradictory positions 
between the Senator's position on the Far East... but in our 
opinion this is just for political purposes. .. In our opinion, 
positions given tomorrow are more important than the talks 
today, and that is why we are supporting him because we 
believe essentially in his integrity and independence of 
mind, which is more important than any pressure group can 
hope to withstand the Zionist pressures.” 
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NATIONAL DEFENSE 

On January 19, 1972, Senator McGovern released, under his own name, a 
paper entitled "Toward a More Secure America— An Alternative National Defense 
Posture." The paper contained proposals designed to reduce Defense Department 
expenditures over the next three years, so as to result in a defense budget of 
$54.8 billion in fiscal year 1972. According to McGovern, the current defense 
budget — given inflation — would amount to $87.3 billion in fiscal 1975. 
Therefore, he projects a saving of $32.5 billion in fiscal 1975. This is the 
origin of the phrase: "McGovern will cut the defense budget by $33 billion." 

These savings would be achieved by cutbacks in various areas: 

r 

(1) Reducing the number of aircraft carriers from 15 to 6 . This would 
cripple the ability of the U.S. to react simultaneously to widely separated 
crises. A major crisis, say, in the Mediterranean, would require denuding 
vast areas of the oceans of American naval strength. At present, for example, 
there are five carriers off the coast of Vietnam alone and only two carriers 
on station in the Mediterranean. Meanwhile, the Soviets are increasing their 
naval strength in the Mediterranean, the Baltic and the Indian Ocean. 

(2) Cancelling the Navy’s F-14 fighter and the Air Force's F-15 fighter . 
These two aircraft are so-called "air superiority" fighters, i.e., they are 
designed for air-to-.air combat rather than for support of ground operations. 
They are our answer to the MIG-23, currently the "hottest" fighter in the 
Soviet inventory. Cancellation of F-14 and F-15 will mean that we will have 
nothing to match the MIG-23. The F-14 is carrier-based. Its mission in a 
place like the Mediterranean, say, would be to guard the air over a carrier 
that might be attacked by land-based aircraft. There are already some MIG-23' s 
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with Russian pilots stationed in Egypt. Their role in some future crisis might 
well be to help neutralize the air cover for our carriers. The consequences of 
allowing this to happen are easy to imagine. 

(3) Reducing U.S. garrison in Western Europe from 300,000 to about 130,000 . 
This would tilt the balance of conventional military strength in favor of the 
Warsaw pact, as well as call into question the strength of American commitment. 
It would create all sorts of opportunities for the Soviets to apply pressure. It 
would deprive us Of a "conventional option,” in the event of war, leaving us a 
choice between using nuclear weapons and capitulating. 

(4) Withdraw remaining U.S. troops from South Korea . The U.S. presence in 
Korea is symbolic, but is is not merely symbolic. Such a U.S. withdrawal, at the 
time when discussions between North and South Korea have been initiated, would 
deprive the South Koreans of an important bargaining point. The Japanese would 

be forced to reconsider their own position, since they would no longer be sure 
of what the U.S. would do to keep the Korean peninsula out of tostile hands. 

(5) Reduce U.S. bomber force from about 600 to 200 . The efforts would be 
felt at both the tactical and strategic level. 

(6) Removing all U.S. ground and air forces from Southeast Asia including 
air bases in Thailand . Taken together with the suggestion of cutbacks in aircraft 
carrier strength, the results could be severe. The current situation in Vietnam 
indicates that, in the absence of all U.S. air power, the North Vietnamese army 
would overrun South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, plus, over the long-term, create 
serious security problems for Thailand. 

(7) Scrapping the Safeguard ABM system . Had this proposal been implemented 
before the recently concluded round of SALT talks, the Russians would have had 
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little .incentive to limit their Own ABM as part of a strategic arms limitation 
agreement. 

(8) Reducing overall U.S. military manpower from 2.4 million men to about 
1.7 mi 11 ion . This would be. the lowest number of men under arms since 1950 , i.e., 
since immediately before the Korean War. 

(9) Reduce funds for military researc h and development from $8 billion to 
about $5.5 billion . This, at a time when Soviet expenditures for military ROD 
are increasing. In the last 25 years, the breakthroughs in military technology 
have revolutionized warfare. There is obviously a need to see that we do not 
fall behind in these areas. 

(10) The McGovern budget also fails to provide, for significant naval 
modernization in any area except submarines (increasing the number of nuclear 
attack submarines by 15 - from 69 to 84.) The fact is that the U.S. Navy has 

a disproportionately large share of older vessels. Something close to two-thirds 
of the U.S. active fleet is more than 20 years old, whereas only about \ 0 % of 
the Soviet active fleet is more than 20 years old. 

THE SP ACE PROGRAM 

Senator McGovern has underlined his opposition to the space program by 
voting to cut back appropriations for NASA every year he has been in the Senate . 
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APPENDIX 

Memorandum fob the Special U.S. Maritime Advisory Committee 

Great Plains Wheat, Inc., 

Washington , D.C. 

Until November 1963, all commercial U.S. wheat exports (that is ail wheat 
exports outside of Public Law 480) were exempt from the 50 percent provisions 
of the Cargo Preference Act. When the Soviet Union came to the U.S. to buy 
wheat in the fall of 1963, the Executive Branch of the government, in authorizing 
such exports, applied 50 percent U.S. flag shipping requirements in connection 
with the issuance of “validated” export licenses required under the Export Con- 
trol Act. This was done even though the business transactions were strictly 
commercial, and were in no way related to Public Law 480 or involved any 
credit or credit guarantees. Thus, for the first time, the provisions of Cargo 
Preference Act was applied to a U.S. commercial cash export transaction. 

During the confusion that followed the application of U.S. shipping preference 
to Russian wheat purchases, it was discovered that no branch of the government 
had authority to absorb U.S./foreign freight rate differentials on commercial 
exports. Therefore, the extra cost of the shipping requirements was to have been 
borne by the buyer — in this case the U.S.S.R. As might have been expected, the 
Russians refused to accept the additional cost. The issue was finally solved by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s acceptance of an extra high bid for export 
subsidy on durum wheat included in the total sales contract. Only half of the 
total sales volume to the U.S.S.R. that had been originally mentioned by the 
Russians was realized. The remaining two million tons of potential wheat sales 
went on the shoals of the 50 percent shipping requirement. 

The U.S. non-liner fleet presently derives 90 percent of its business from Public 
Law 480, with three-quarters of that business carrying U.S. wheat exports. While 
the U.S. merchant fleet is carrying only 8 or 9 percent of total U.S. exports it 
is carrying 38 percent of all U.S. wheat exports. The American wheat economy 
is already providing substantial business to U.S. flag shipping under Public Law 
480. Commercial wheat exports should not be impeded by non-competitive U.S. 
flag shipping requirements. 

Certainly the effect of the 50 percent U.S. flag shipping requirement imple- 
mented in 1963 on validated licenses to export wheat to Russia and other Eastern 
European countries has turned out to be unfortunate this year. Since July 1, 
1964 Russia has purchased, for cash payment, 2.6 million metric tons of wheat 
in addition to what she imported the previous year. These purchases have been 
1.4 million tons from Australia, 125 thousand tons from Canada, 750 thousand 
tons from Argentina, and 325 thousand from France. No purchases have been 
made by the Russians from the United States. 

In addition, the other East European countries of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Bulgaria and East Germany have purchased 1,740,000 tons of wheat since July 
1, 1964, from these same countries as well as France and Mexico. The U.S. again 
has not shared at all in these sales. 

U.S. grain exporters and market development officers have testified that U.S. 
wheat sales could have been made, and indeed may still be made, to Soviet bloc 
buyers if our delivered price can be competitive with other exporting countries. 

TCopy illegible. 1 

Such a subsidy proposal might be patterned after the principles involved in 
the direct subsidy system in effect for the U.S. liner fleet. The proposal might 
include the provision that the 50 percent rule of the Cargo Preference Act could 
still continue on Public Law 480 shipments, but should not be applied to com- 
mercial transactions regardless of credit arrangements. A direct subsidy should 
enable the U.S. non-liner shipping companies to capture a fair share of U.S. com- 
mercial export transportation without preferential guarantees. 

Because the U.S. merchant fleet now carries only 8 or 9 percent of the total U.S. 
export business, as compared to over 30 percent 30 years ago, there will be a 
strong appeal to somehow increase the business volume on U.S. flag shipping in 
working out the new merchant marine policy mentioned by the President in his 
State of the Union message. 

The immediate elimination of 50 percent U.S shinning from commercial agri- 
cultural exports would not in any way adversely affect our merchant marine 
because no such business can now be done where the requirement is in effect. 
In fact the following benefits would accrue to our over all economy : 
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(1) Improvement in our balance of international payment from increased 
competitive commercial exports — particularly grain including primarily wheat. 
Any freight payment to foreign ships in connection with such possible exports 
would be vastly more than offset by dollar receipts in payment for the exported 
commodities. 

(2) Increased jobs for our longshoremen, and business for our docks, from in- 
creased exports ; as well as for interior transportation via railroads, trucks and 
barges. 

(3) Reduced government costs for storage of grain surpluses and for farm 
production adjustment programs. 

We wish to heartily support a new policy and program for our bulk cargo 
merchant fleet. Government aid for construction of modern vessels, better able 
to directly compete with foreign shipping rates, would undoubtedly go a long 
ways to [copy illegible] . 

May 19, 1965. 
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'TUCmlcb ^Slafco .-Seimfc 

COMMITTEE OK 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 


May 24, 196 5 


Dear Mr. Hall: 

Thank you for sending me your May 17 submission to the Maritime 
Advisory Committee. in order to further clarify my position, 
which involves commercial sale of agricultural commodities 
only, permit me to review the matter and offer a suggestion. 

Until November 1963, all commercial U.S. wheat exports (that 
is all wheat exports outside of Public Law 480) were exempt 
from the 50 percent provisions of the Cargo Preference Act. 

When the Soviet Union came to the U.S. to buy wheat in the” 
fall of 1963, the Executive Branch of the government, in 
authorizing such exports, applied 50 percent U.S. flag shipping 
requirements in connection with the issuance of "validated" 
export licenses required under the Export Control Act. This 
was done even though the business transactions were strictly 
commercial, and were in no, way related to Public Law 480 or 
involved any credit or credit guarantees. Thus, for the 
first time, the provisions of Cargo Preference Act was applied 
to a U.S. commercial cash export transaction. 

During the cpnfusi^n that followed the application of U.S. 
shipping preference to Russian wheat purchases, it was dis- 
covered that no branch of the government had authority to 
absorb U.S. /foreign freight rate differentials on commercial 
exports. Therefore, the extra cost of the shipping require- 
ments was to have been borne by the buyer — in this case, 
the U.S.S.R. As might have been expected, the Russians 
refused to accept the additional cost. The issue was finally 
solved, by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s acceptance of 
an extra high bid for export subsidy on durum wheat included 
in the total sales contract. Only half of the total sales 
volume to the U.S.S.R. that had been originally mentioned 
by the Russians was realized. The remaining two million 
tons of potential wheat sales went on the shoals of the 50 
percent shipping requirement. 
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Pago two 
May 24, 1905 


The U.S. non-liner fleet presently derives 90 percent of 
its business from Public Law 400, with three-quarters of 
that business carrying U.S, wheat exports. While the U.S. 
merchant fleet is carrying only 8 or 9 percent cf total 
U.S. exports, it is carrying 38 percent of all U.S. wheat 
exports. The American wheat economy is already providing 
substantial business to U.S. flag shipping under Public 
Law 480. Commercial wheat exports should not i.e impeded 
by non-competitive U.S. flag shipping requirements. 

Certainly the effect of the 50 percent U.S. flag shipping 
Requirement implemented in 1963 on validated licenses to export 
wheat to Russian and other Eastern European countries hashjurr.ee 
out to be unfortunate this year. Since July 1, 1964, Russia ■ - 
has purchased, for cash payment, 2.6 million metric tons of 
wheat -in addition to what she imported the previous year. 

These purchases have been 1.4 million tons from Australia, 

125 thousand tons from Canada, 750 thousand tons from 
Argentina, and 325 thousand from France. No purchases have 
been made by the Russians . from the United States. ■ 

In addition, the other East European countries of Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Bulgaria and East Germany have purchased 1,740,000 
tons of wheat since July 1, 1964, from these same countries 
as well as France and Mexico. The U.S. again has not shared 
at all in these sales. 

U.S. grain exporters and market development officers have 
testified that U.S. wheat sales could have been made, and 
indeed may still be made, to Soviet bloc buyers if our 
■delivered price can be competitive with other exporting 
countries. This has not been possible because of the dra- 
matically higher ocean freight rates associated with 50 percent 
use of U.S. flag "tramp" ' ships compared with open market rates. 
As. you know, our bulk cargo "tramp" rates range from 50 to 100 
percent higher than comparable foreign^ rates . 
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Pago three 
May 24, 1965 


The unfortunate effects of 50 percent shipping in connection 
with the licensing requirement has been: 

1) Lost opportunities in making wheat export sales for 
dollars. to these destinations in relief of our im- 
balance of payments, 

2) increased pressure of unsold wheat stocks on our 
wheat producers and government agencies, and 

3) the result that the requirement has yielded our 
Merchant Marine 50 percent of no business. 

Expanded trade with the Soviet bloc has been expressed as 
being in our national interest. Effective support for 
expanded. agricultural exports to Eastern Europe should be 
directed toward general export licensing of commodities 
not on the "Positive List" of strategic materials required 
under the Export Control Act of -1949. 

It is essential that the U.S. develop means of supporting 
the U.S. non-liner merchant fleet without requiring U.S. 
flag' shipping to be an impediment to any agricultural exports 
financed under U.S. government credit guarantees. 

We wish to outline our general views on a new policy for 
U.S. shipping of all future commercial exports. One first 
part of this policy should be to immediately exempt by 
executive order all agricultrual ' exports outside of Public 
Lav; 480 from U.S. shipping requirements. _ This should also 
exempt such exports involving government-insured short-term 
commercial credits, 

» 

An additional step in this new policy should be to provide 
a direct subsidy to the U.S. non-liner fleet to enable them 
to match foreign freight rates in competing for expanded 
commercial export business. Such a subsidy proposal might 
be patterned after the principles involved in the direct 
subsidy system in effect for the U.S. liner fleet. The 
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Page four 
May 24, 1965 

The proposal might include the provision that the 50 percent 
rule of the Cargo Preference Act could still continue on 
Public Law 480 shipments, but should not be applied to 
commercial transactions regardless of credit arrangements. 

A direct subsidy snould enable the u.S. non-liner shipping 
companies to capture a fair share of U.S. commercial export 
transportation without preferential guarantees. 

Because the U.S. merchant fleet now carries only 8 or 9 
percent of the total U.S. export business as compared to 
over 30 percent 30 years ago, there will be a strong appeal- 
to somehow increase the business volume on U.S. flag shipping 
in working out the new Merchant Karine policy mentioned by 
the President in his State of the Union message. 

The immediate elimination of 50 percent U.S. shipping from 
commercial agricultural exports would not in any way ad- 
versely affect our Merchant Marine because no such business 
can now be done where the, requirement is in effect. In fact 
the following benefits would accrue to our overall economy: 

1} Improvement in our balance of international payment 
from increased competitive commercial exports — 
particularly grain including primarily wheat. Any 
freight payment to foreign ship in connection with 
such possible exports would be vastly more than 
offset by. dollar receipts in payment for the exported 
commodities. 

2). Increased jobs for our longshoremen, and business for 
' our docks, from increased exports; as well as .for 

interior transportation via railroads .trucks and barges 

'3) Reduced government costs for storage of grain surpluses 
and for farm production adjustment programs. 
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Page five 
May 24, 1965 

Wo wish to heartily support a new policy and program for 
our bulk cargo merchant fleet. Government aid for con- 
struction of modern vessels, better able to directly compete 
with foreign shipping rates, would undoubtedly go a long 
ways to strengthen the economic position of our shipping 
firms and seafarers unions. Perhaps more could be done 
as well. 

Unfortunately, the 50 percent requirement of U.S. flag 
shipping on wheat, and other grain exports licensed to the 
Soviet bJ.oc is making no contribution toward this objective. 
In fact, it appears to be hindering us in arriving at a more 
rationalized and practical solution of the problems of our 
maritime industry. 


Sincerely, 



George McGovern 


Mr. Paul Hall 
President 

The Seafarers International Union 
of North America, AFL-CIO 
675 Fourth Avenue 
Brooklyn, New York 11232 
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Radio-TV Monitoring Service, Inc., 

Washington, D.C. 

Program : The Today Show. 

Network : NBC Television. 

SENATOR GEORGE S. McGOVERN 

Frank Blair. The recent purchase hy the Soviet Union of Canadian wheat has 
caused a stir among Democratic and Republican senators from wheat producing 
states. They’re seeking to have the White House change the requirements set dur- 
ing President Kennedy’s Administration that 50 per cent of such U.S. wheat 
exports be shipped in United States vessels. This requirement, the senators be- 
lieve, so raises the cost for the Soviets that they will no longer buy our wheat. 

One of the senators who is leading the fight against the requirement is George 
McGovern, Democrat of South Dakota. He is in our Washington studios this 
morning with Today Show’s Washington correspondent Sander Vanocur. Sander? 

Sander Vanocur. Senator McGovern, since the Soviet Union has recently pur- 
chased almost a half a billion dollars worth of wheat, mostly from Canada, and 
are likely to continue purchasing western wheat for the next few years, why 
can’t the American wheat farmer get a share of this market, since the principle 
of selling wheat to the Soviet Union was seemingly approved in 1963? 

Senator George S. McGovern. Well, the American wheat farmer should have a 
share of this business. We have about 800 to 900 million bushels of wheat in sur- 
plus in this country, in our reserve stocks, a good part of which we ought to sell. 
We have another big crop coming on this year, and as you say, we made a policy 
decision two years ago that it was in our national interest to sell wheat to the 
Soviet Union, and to the countries of Eastern Europe, then, very mistakenly, in 
my view, we put on an administrative ruling that required that 50 per cent of 
any wheat that we sell to the Soviet Union, or to the countries of Eastern Europe, 
must move in American ships, and that simply raises the price, anywhere from 
eleven to fifteen cents a bushel, to the buyer, and as a consequence, the Soviet 
Union and the other countries in Eastern Europe are not buying any American 
wheat. They’re going to Canada, Australia, France, or Argentina, and completely 
by-passing the American market, and as long as that shipping restriction exists, 
we’re not going to sell any wheat, in my view, to the Soviet Union. 

Vanocur. Senator, was this an administrative decision by President Ken- 
nedy’s Administration, in 1963, or did Congress have to do it? 

McGovern. The Congress had nothing at all to do with it. It was a decision that 
was reached by the Kennedy Administration at the time of the Russian wheat 
proposal in 1963. My understanding is that that restriction was placed on the 
deal as a means of winning support from some of the maritime unions. Actually, 
it hasn’t helped them in any way at all, because the net result of that restriction 
placed by the Administration, it’s been continued by the present administration, 
has been to deny us any opportunity to sell wheat in Eastern Europe, so when we 
talk about requiring 30 per cent of the wheat and other grains that might move 
into that part of the world going in American ships, we’re actually talking about 
50 per cent of nothing. We’re not helping the maritime unions; we’re not helping 
anyone, and we’re depriving the wheat farmers of this country of an opportunity 
to sell hundreds of millions of dollars of wheat and other grains to the Soviet 
Union, and to the countries in Eastern Europe. 

Vanocur. Senator, tell me first, what is the size of the potential market, given 
Soviet agricultural difficulties? 

McGovern. Well, I would estimate that this year, the Soviets may be in the 
market for as much as 14 or 15 million tons of wheat. Now, they have recently 
completed arrangements with the Canadians, and a smaller deal with the Argen- 
tineans, and a somewhat smaller deal with the French, to purchase somewhere 
around seven million tons, but every indication is that before the end of this year, 
they’re going to need another six or seven million tons. Now, the Canadians have 
just about exhausted their capacity to meet that need. Their port facilities are 
strained to the limit; their shipping opportunities are almost fully utilized, and 
they’re contracted now for almost the maximum amount of wheat they can deliver. 

Vanocur. Put this in dollar figures on a yearly basis. 

McGovern. Well, I would say somewhere around a billion dollars this year. 
Now, last year, the Russians purchased something over a half a billion dollars 
in wheat from the western world, and they’re going to be in the market this year 
for an even larger amount, from all indications. The evidence we have is that 
this year, their crop is no better than it was in 1963, which was a bad year. 
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They had a somewhat better crop in 1964, although it was not particularly a good 
harvest. Now, from what we can learn, they’re back to the level of about 1965, 
in terms of production, so that I would think there’s still a half a billion dollars 
worth of potential business that has not yet been completed in this calendar 
year. 

Vanoour. And for the foreseeable future? 

McGovern. Well, every indication is that for the next few years, they’re going 
to be in the market for several billion tons of wheat each year, in the western 
world. There's no reason that I can see why we wouldn’t get at least half, and 
maybe more than half, of that business. 

In other words, we’re talking about perhaps as much as 280 million dollars 
in wheat sales that the United States could make, were it not for this restriction 
on shipping, what I referred to as a self-defeating restriction ; it’s a restriction 
that doesn’t help anyone. 

The maddening thing about it is that it applies only to grain. This is not a 
restriction that is applied to machinery. We can sell automobiles, steel, tractors, 
industrial equipment to the Soviet Union, and move it in any ships that we 
want to. There’s no restriction at all on the shipping, but when it comes to 
wheat, something that people can eat and that they can’t shoot back at us in 
the form of ammunition, we apply this restriction that in effect just takes us 
out of the market. 

Vanocur. I want to get back to 1963. It is commonly assumed, rightly or 
wrongly, that the Administration did this at George Meany’s behalf, the Presi- 
dent of the AFL-CIO. Now, if that is so, who made Meany do it? 

McGovern. Well, I think probably the pressure came from the maritime 
leaders, the labor leaders of the various maritime unions, who thought that this 
would be helpful to their workers and to their members. They thought that if 
they could put a restriction on the arrangement that would require at least half 
of the wheat to move in American flag vessels, that this would provide greater 
employment for the American maritime industry, for the dock workers and 
the shippers and the various people who are involved in our ocean shipping 
industry. But as I have indicated, it didn’t work that way. But I do think that’s 
where the pressure came from. 

Vanoour. And persists from? 

McGovern. Yes, my understanding is that the labor leaders who originally 
applied the demand for the 50 per cent shipping requirement are still holding 
out. I can’t understand why, because it isn’t providing one additional job 
for any member of the maritime unions. Quite the contrary, it’s hurting them. 
It’s preventing the movement of wheat through our ports, that would provide 
additional work for the dock workers, the shipping industry, the railroads, and 
the people who work around our ports. It’s actually working against the interests 
of the maritime industry. It’s certainly working against the interests of the 
United States as a whole. 

Vanocur. Senator, you’re leading a group of Republican and Democratic 
senators in the senate on this question. Have you made your views known to the 
White House, and if you have, what has been the White House reaction? 

McGovern. Yes. Last spring, a number of us sent a letter to the White House, 
in which we expressed our views on this subject, and that letter was signed by 
members of the senate, from both political parties, primarily senators who come 
from the states that grow a great deal of wheat. We tried to point out to the 
Asdministration that a policy decision had been reached two years ago, that it was 
in the interest of the United States to sell wheat to the Soviet Union, to take 
advantage of this opportunity to improve our balance of payments position, to 
receive gold in payment for something that we have in surplus, and that we’re 
storing at great cost to the taxpayers : we outlined all of those views in a letter 
to the White House, and we've been in further contact with the White House 
officials since that time. They expressed great interest in our views, and advised us 
that they are under active consideration. I still hope, and hope very strongly 
that the Administration is going to lift this restriction. We haven’t yet had any 
such assurance. 

Vanocur. Senator, to be blunt about it, you have threatened on the senate 
floor, have you not, that there’s a possibility the Democratic senators from farm 
states may not support the union movement on 14-b, an attempt to wipe out the 
right-to-work laws. Are you going to follow through with that, if you don’t get 
your way on this ? 

McGovern. Well, I can’t speak for other senators, but what I had said on the 
senate floor is, I can’t get up very much enthusiasm personally for a cru,sade 
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to repeal Section 14-b of the Taft-Hartley law, the so-called Bight-to-Work law 
that exists in some of our states, at a time when the same labor leaders who are 
urging the repeal of that restriction on labor have placed a restriction on my 
wheat farmers, that is doing a lot more damage to the American economy than any 
damage that results to us because of Section 14-b. I think we have to look 
at our country as a whole. We can’t think in terms of the labor interest or the agri- 
cultural interest or the business interest ; we’re all in those issues together, and 
the United States is faced with a very serious problem in its balance of pay- 
ments, in the outflow of dollars and gold. Here’s an opportunity to correct that 
situation to the tune of several hundred million dollars a year. 

We’re faced with a very serious agricultural problem — depressed income for 
farm producers all over this country, and surpluses that have accumulated in 
government stocks. Now, I think the same labor leaders that are concerned about 
a restriction on the economy a.s they see it, in the form of 14-b, ought to be con- 
cerned about the restriction that they’ve placed on the economy, that’s hurting 
all of us, in the form of restrictions on the sale of American wheat. 

Vanocur. Senator, let me put to you a not so hypothetical possibility. Sen- 
ator Dirksen has said he is going to try to revive the Dirksen amendment on re- 
apportionment and attach it to 14-b when it comes to the .senate. If you don’t 
get your way on this wheat shipping business, is there a possibility you might 
support Senator Dirksen when he tries to attach this to 14-b ? 

McGovern. Well, I really haven’t reached any judgment on that but I think 
it’s quite clear that farm state senators have to be concerned first about those 
issues that directly affect their own people. I come from a state that’s more 
dependent on agriculture than any other state in the union. There’s no other state 
that derives such a large percentage of its income from agriculture. We’re a great 
wheat state. But it’s very difficult for us to oppose proposals such as the Dirksen 
amendment and to support proposals such as the repeal of the Bight-to-Work law 
at the very time when the people that are urging us to take that position then 
turn around and insist on a foolish and self-defeating restriction that de- 
prives the agriculture of America of an opportunity to increase its income, of 
an opportunity that the highest officials in this government decided two years 
ago was not only in the interests of the wheat farmer, but in the interests of our 
country as a whole. 

Vanocur. Thank you very much. Senator George McGovern, Democrat of 
South Dakota, talking about the difficulty of selling wheat to the Soviet Union, 
with the present restriction of shipping half of it in Ameircan vessels. And now, 
back to Today in New York. 

Frank Blair. Thank you, gentlemen. That was live from Washington. . . . 
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The McGovern Positions on the Arab-Israel Conflict: 

Contrast between the information given in McGovern's Jewish newspaper ad 
and the information from McGovern 's record 


The AD: 

The RECORD : 

"Senator McGovern knows that * 
there can be no lasting peace in 
the Middle East until the democratic 
state of Israel is recognized by her 
Arab neighbors --neighbors that still 
deny her right to exist. 

"The feeling of the Palestinians that they have 
unjustly lost their homes and property is perhaps the 
most important source of tension and conflict in the 
Middle East. A unilateral act of Israel recognizing 
this to be the case could be the greatest single step 
toward peace." (From McGovern's major position paper 
on the Middle East, delivered on the Senate Floor on 
July 20, 1970, and hereafter referred to only by date.) 

And McGovern is firm and clear on 
what the American posture must be: 

^America must do whatever is 
necessary to ensure the survival 
and independence of Israel. This 
- is in the American interest and 
is in the interest of justice, 
democracy and humanity.” 

Senator McGovern has repeatedly 
pointed out the. vast difference 
between the corrupt regime we have 
backed in Saigon and our need to 
assist the democratic State of 
Israel . 

"The United States is committed to aid in the preser- 
vation of the State of Israel. This has been American 
policy for more than two decades. At the same time, 
the United States is committed to the preservation of 
all Arab states in the area." (July 20, 1970) 

On the one hand, McGovern stresses that the United 
States should have a commitment to Israel but not 
Vietnam because Israel is a democracy; on, the other 
hand, he says that the U.S. commitment to Israel is 
equally applicable to all Arab nations, none of which 
except Lebanon are democracies in any sense of the word. 

It is difficult to understand what McGovern mean's by 
a U.S, . commitment to Israel and all the Arab states 
in any event because he also calls for reducing our 
commitments all over the world- -cutting our NATO 
strength in half, slashing our Mediterranean fleet 
which President Johnson used successfully to deter 
Soviet intervention in the June 1967 war, and chopping 
$ 30 + billion from our defense budget would make it 
impossible for the United States to fulfill any comaitce 
to any nation abroad, especially to Israel, 'which is no- 
threatened directly by the massive Soviet buildup in 
the Mediterranean and in Egypt. 

"I ‘am for negotiation between 
Israel and the Arab states in 
direct face-to-face discussions.” 

"Both sides should be willing to negotiate in any way 
feasible — directly, through intermediaries, in the open 
or in secret. The unfortunate 'Goldmann affair* in 
which Israel missed the opportunity for informal direct 
contacts with the Arab leaders should not be repeated. 
If both the Arabs and Israelis make it clear that they 
are sincerely ready to talk about any problem, that woul 
represent a powerful impetus toward negotiations. Shoul 
the Arab nations so desire, representatives of the 
Palestinian Arab organizations should be permitted to 
participate in the negotiations 


"j£js a token of its willingness to negotiate an 
agreement with the Arab nations ^Israel] could allocate 
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McGovern * uewish Newspaper Ad vs. McGovern's Record 


- The AD: j 

The RECORD: 



a specific sum of money for compensation and place it 
. in an escrow account for the. Palestinian Arabs." (July 1 

Wo) 


: -> •: 

McGovern thus denies Israel not only the right, to 
insist on direct negotiations with Arab officials, bu-c 
also the right to choose her own negotiators. Nahum 
Goldmann, to whom McGovern refers, is not even a full- 
time resident of Israel, no less an official of the 
Israeli Government. Premier Me ir, responding to some 
press reports that Goldmann had been invited to negotiac 
with Egyptian officials, merely stated that Goldmann 
.did not represent Israel; as it turned out, the press 
• reports were just rumors — there was never even an 
invitation from Egypt. 



McGovern also ignores the fact that Israel has been 
1 pleading with the Arab nations for 2k years d.o negotiate 
on all issues, while the Arabs have refused to negotiate 
with Israel on any issue. It is not Israel that should 
be required to give a "token of its willingness to 
negotiate." Furthermore, McGovern never suggests that . 
. the Arab states offer compensation to the more than 
600,000 Jewish refugees from Arab lands who fled to 
Israel since 191*8; Israel believes this would be a fair 
exchange for compensation of Arab refugees. 

"There must he acceptance of 
the premise that no nation or 
group of nations can legitimately 
impose an outside settlement 
of the Arab.-Israeli conflict." 

"Secure and defensible and 
peaceful borders are essential 
ingredients of any settlement." 

"Israel must be prepared to yield much of the territor 
gained in that Q. 90 Q war.... 

"£l|n the spirit of mutual concessions to bring about 
a peaceful settlement, Israel as well as the Arab states 
should be willing to accept the presence of the UN 
forces on their territories. In the past, Israel has 
not welcomed Utt troops.... 

"The present proposals {Rogers Plar^ are limited to 
tactics for getting both sides to negotiate. They 
appear to be running into tough obstacles. I submit 
that if the United States made known the kind of 
equitable solutions of the major issues in the Middle 
. East it would be prepared to support, chances would be 
markedly improved for acceptance of our suggested steps 
for opening the talks." (July 20, 1970) 

- 


McGovern was asked after a speech in Washington on 
March 2, 1971, if he supported the Rogers Plan calling 
on Israel to withdraw to the pre-19&7 boundaries with 
only "insubstantial alterations" in territory. McGovern 
replied: "Yes. Generally, I do." (I«Y Times, March 3) 



In an interview on July 7, 1971, Mcgovem proposed 
that rather than Israel remaining at Sharra el-Sheikh 
in Sinai to guarantee her free access through the Suez 
Canal and the Straits of Tiran, the U.S. and other 
"interested nations" could safeguard access thi’OUgh the 
waterways, perhaps under UN auspices . (Jewish Telegraph! 
Agency, July 8) 
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The AD: 


The RECORD: 


In May 1970, McGovern was one 
of only 7 Senators who first 
urged the Nixon Administration 
to stop delaying shipment of 
Phantom jets that the Israeli 
Government needed . 



The May 23rd letter to President Nixon, initiated 
by Senator Alan Cranston and signed by McGovern and 
5 other Senators, was far from the first Senatorial 
appeal to the Administration on jets. Throughout 
the first half of 1970 the Administration was bombard 
with such appeals from Senators of both political 
parties, including the Majority and Minority Leaders 
of the Senate. Seventy-three Senators, many of whoa 
had been speaking out on this matter for months, 
signed -a letter urging Jets which was delivered to 
Secretary of State Rogers on June 1st. The most 
significant and successful effort to expedite the 
sale of jets to Israel was Senator Henry M. Jackson's 
amendment authorizing unlimited anas credits for 
Israel, which was in its final stages of completion 
in May and which was reported out favorably by . 
the Senate Armed Services Committee in June. 


McGovern distinguished himself from other Senators 
who had. participated in these efforts by qualifying 
his advocacy of jets for Israel with a proposal that 
the U.S. restrict Israel's use of the jets: 


"Such aircraft should not be made available for 
forays over Arab territory for the purpose of sus- 
taining the limited but real war which has persisted 
since the six -day conflict in 1967 .... 

"The United States should express clearly its 
wish’ that the aircraft sold to Israel should not be 
used for such incursions. Such a declaration would 
signal to- the Arab leaders the American intention 
to seek directly some restraint Ou the part of Israel 
This- would help restore credibility in American 
policy. Though it would cost them nothing in 
strategic terms, the Arabs should reciprocate by 
ending the formal state of war between the two sides, 
which might have an important psychological effect." 
(July 20, 1970) 

The "incursions" to which McGovern refers--Israeli 
flights across the Suez Canal — were the direct and 
necessary response to Egypt's unilateral abrogation 
of the 1967 UN cease-fire and declaration of the 
War of Attrition against Israel in April 19&9 * 
Egyptian officials publicly declared that since Egypt 
was unable to deal a knock-out blow to Israel, Egypt 
was pursuing this War of ..Attrition to deplete Israel’ 
manpower and weapons supplies. This would be a 
no-cost war for Egypt, which she could maintain 
indefinitely. But unlike Egypt, Israel does not have 
an unlimited supply of manpower, nor does she regard 
her war casualties as mere statistics; and unlike 
Egypt, Israel must pay for all her weapons and must 
suffer delays in the approval of her weapons requests 
So Israel refused to fight the Egyptian-imposed war o 
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he AD: 

The RECORD: 

.... . _ rv . 

Egyptian-imposed terms. Israel raised the cost for Egypt by 
flying bombing missions across the Canal. McGovern asks 
' Israel to give up this strategic necessity while he asks 
the Arabs to give up ’’nothing in strategic terms.” 

Furthermore, America has not been pouring billions of 
dollars of arms into nations whose avowed purpose is to destre 
another nation, a member state of the UN. America is 

not the nation with a massive troop deployment in the 
“Middle East. And it was not America and Israel but the 
Soviet Union and Egypt which violated the new cease-fire 
standstill agreement less than a month after McGovern made 
his speech. McGovern’s concern about credibility and 
restraint would more properly be directed toward the 
Soviet Union than the United States. 

Finally, the Phantom jet is by definition a bomber. 

Flying it up and down over Tel Aviv would not serve Israel’s 
; defense needs . 

McGovern vote'd NO On 
.znendments to the Foreign 
.ilitary Sales Bill in 1970 , 
hich would have placed severe 
imitations on anas to Israel. 

The votes to defeat these amendments were routine and 
[ virtually unanimous, with one of the amendments receiving only 
the vote of its sponsor. 

McGovern voted YES to amend 
he Military Procurement Act. 
n 1970 to provide open ended 
xtension of funds for Israel. 

. ■ 

McGovern was one of only 5 Senators who voted NO on the 
. Military Procurement Act which contained the unlimited 
authorization amendment — the Jackson amendment — and thus 
made his vote on the amendment itself meaningless. Moreover, 
there was no occasion to vote YES on the Jackson amendment; 

- the amendment had been approved by the Armed Services 

Committee and was therefore already in the Military Procurers 
bill when it reached the floor of the Senate. McGovern 
was merely among the 87 Senators who voted to defeat an 
amendment by Senator J.ff. Fulbright which would have delayed 
action on the Jackson amendment. 

On July 7, 1971, McGovern said in an interview that althcur 
. he would not favor repealing the Jackson amendment, "we dor.'*, 
want to give anyone a blank check on the U.S. Treasury." 
McGovern also said that he was "not active" at present in 
efforts to persuade the Nixon Administration to answer 
Israel's pending arms request because he was "not av.’are 
of any Congressional initiatives." (Jewish Telegraphic 
Agency, July 8) 

: McGovern voted YES on a 1971 
; : eF.dment to authorize additional 
;-edit sales of arms and jets to 
;,rael. 

In 1971 > McGovern introduced a 
j.-w* foreign assistance bill to 
Larantee economic aid and 
Llitary sales to Israel. 

McGovern voted NO on the entire' foreign aid bill in 1971, 
which included $300 million in military credits and mill:." 

in grant supporting assistance for Israel. 

McGovern made no effort whatsoever to bring his foreigr. 
aid proposal to the Floor for a vote or to enlist cosponsors. 
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UNITED STATES NATIONAL STUDENT ASSOCIATION 

5457 CHESTNUT STHEET • P III l A u E IP II I A, PENNSYLVANIA I 1 I 04 • CAtHEi NAtSTUD 
HATIOIIAl COMMISSION (7 15 ) 222*1106 • INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION (2 15 ) 222-5722 


July 30, 1965 


' Rabbi and Mrs. Elmer Berger 
912 E. 5th Avenue 
New York, New York 10017 

Dear Rabbi and Mrs. Berger: 

I am writing on behalf of the participants in the United 
States National Student Association's Arab Student 
. Leadership Project to thank you for having us in your 
home during our stay in New York. Your speech, 

Rabbi Berger, made the largest single impact of any 
we heard, particularly among our Arab guests. It 
affirmed very graphically in their minds the distinction 
Arabs, I believe, have attempted to maintain between 
Zionism on one hand and the Jewish people on the other. 
Agreement with your position on Palestine, I think 
is 100%, 


Ou'r best wishes to ybti and your wife. 



Richard Stearns . 
""Seminar Director 


RS/kwh 
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Dear Mr. President: ._ .. __ . ' ’’ ■„ • 

‘/‘..if-.M ‘ ; ■ . _ • ' ? y); . 

As Americans concerned with the grave consequences to our country which Soviet, 
-u ascendancy in the Middle -East would entail, we the undersigned voice our alarm that 
v irecent events have caused an unprecedented deterioration in America’s relations with 
\i, a vital area of. the world where the United States hitherto enjoyed friendship and. 

prestige. There is a real and present danger of America’s losing the- Arab world by 
: \/defaulr v \Ve have lost China. We cannot lose the Middle East. ’ 

.. \ ?!* • «. • ;? 

' In order to avoid this impending disaster, we respectfully urge, Mr. President,- 
that in facing the realities of this crisis, the United States Government recognize' 
> .tint: ... -- . ■ -■ '• ' ‘ p.. : 

■ ' i ‘ t V- 

■ ’’jAl. Peace talks between the antagonists will never occur until there is total mili- . 

. tary.. withdrawal from areas occupied by force of arms. Such withdrawal, need in- 
vite no. repetition of the recent conflict if simultaneously accompanied by a strength- 
ened .United .Nations presence, which we join Britain in recommending. However, 
■contrary to the situation in 1957, this strengthened United Nations force must be pres- . 
, ent on both sides. , ’ \ .. .. V . , ,.y} - • . .- ';AA ^ 

2i .There' Can be’ no just and lasting solution of the refugee problem while the 
A world countenances the creation of new refugees daily .in' a territory held by a bcl- ■ 
liferent. . i , a. .» /•* j 


-3. Arab provocation cannot be condoned, yet historical perspective, wc believe, 
will show with fearful clarity that it is no favor to Israel to allow her in the flush 
of short-term military victory to deepen the divisions and antagonisms which sepa- 


arateher from those neighbors admits whom. son must dwelL Thus is not the road to 


peace.- 
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V4. Our commitment to the political independence ?nci territorial ictegritv of all 
nations in the area, recently reaffirmed by yourself and previously enunciated by 
. President Truman, President Eisenhower and President Kennedy, will lose its mean- 
ing unless it is made unmistakably clear now to all the world and the nations, of the 
'.Middle East in particular that the United States will not tolerate territorial aggran- ’ 
‘ dizement. We recall-.President Eisenhower’s warning of February 20, 1957: 


7 "Israel insists on firm guarantees as a condition to withdrawing its forces 
of invasion . If we agree that armed attack can properly achieve the pur- 
poses' of the assailant, then I fear Wc will have turned back the clock of in- 
ternational order. We will have 'eountenaheed the use of force as a means of 
settling international differences and gaining national advantages . If 
the United Nations once admits that international disputes can be' settled by 
using' force, then we will have destroyed the very foundation of the organi- 
zation, and our best hope' for. establishing a real world order.” *•/ *.' 


% ■ * 


.5. There are, indeed, areas of _disputc which can be resolved through negotiation* 

> in. a climate of clear impartiality. These include questions relating to- recognition, 
('maritime rights, borders, refugees and water distribution. But we reiterate, it is vain \ 
y.to hope for peace talks and settlements deriving from them as long as any aritago 
-.disc enjoys the fruits of military conquest. - 


m 


•4 


‘$■1 The loss of the Middle East would be a disaster of’ the first magnitude; It '.would 
c.open a new path to ultimate confrontation of the super powers and a graver threat 
c'than ever of universal nuclear holocaust. Pressure groups, wherever they may be and 



-The United States, Mr. President, can assure this. does not happen. V,' • 

• ...... . \ . . , ■ •, . 


Professor John Ryedy . . 


Ronald G. Wolf* 
American Friaads of fh* 
Middle fcetf __ 

Professor Christina P. Harris f r !ch W. Botfc.maim ' 


i professor Alan R. Taylor 

i. SchOCJ Of InltrnellMlel SOTVlCt 
{' An nr lean University _ 

’■ Professor Willard G. Oxtoby 


’ Professor Herbert B. Huffman 


' Professor tucstta Mowry 

> CsaJr!Ti*nf ef FUIiflMI 

Richard H. Tetlf* • • . 
FcvaCir of UJis In liroof 


Fraia Utley 


Richard Stearns, 

International Attain Vice President 
United suits K s bona I Studanl 
Auocialioa < 

Frank C SaVran 

Lawyar, Awlbor ; 

Joseph 0. Thompson . . 

• Psit Dircclo* • • 

Lutheran World Psdtrttlort In ttv» 
Middle Cast 

The P.ev. Charier R. Hylic 

Pro >rio Villa**, Kansas 

' pabbl Elmer Berger 

Yor* City 

Professor Karl Sfowasser 


. Professor Barbara Sfowasser 


George Mjrdilciart 
Aullur, Uclurer. HunuattarU* 
Fred Eilinghaus » •, 

Boulder, Caloretf* 

Professor Millar Burrows 
Emtritui Prolauor of Biblical 
.ThooWsy, Yale Uni vanity 


A. Willard Jones 
• ' Part Secrctcry, American Frfarfe 
x A'.isswtt, Kamalieh. JuCma . 

. K. Brook# Anderson » * 

, Formerly Hear E*sr Christian 
- .Council fer W«rk _ - _ 

, : “Thoma* J. Abercrombie 

. WrUar, Lrrturn . _* - 

'/ Professor Ernest Me Cant* * 


Professor George' Hourani l ~* 

Oepirtm»iil ef HtvJory 
Uni varsity «t Michigan 

Professor Hisham B. Sharabt 


Mr. Hugh 0. Auchincloss 
Profaisor Richard P. Stevens - 

Acliny fkilmtin, Political Science 
CMj.1 , Lincoln University 


Profossor Oleg Grabar > 

Oect.'of Hear Eastern Art ■, 
Uniicnirr of MicBfcea 

’ Professor L Emmetr Halt 


'* Tho R«y. L Humphrey Ware 


Professor James Alvin Sander* 


Affiliations listed for idenii/icaiiofl oalf- 
- sponsored by Tbe Ad Hoc Commute* on the Middle Best 
Inquiries ere u/eltomed, in care of Frank Sakrars, Secretarj. 
asMyK-™. •:~~~Mecbanic4eill«, Maryland . r • ••••.*. 
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^©OSSi SAVINGS BANK OF BROOKLYN 

BawohMm- fuller* St. i. OeKalb Ave. 11201 Ceney UUnd-VetmjMAw. tW. 17th St. 11224 
Benienfwnt— SSttt St. A lStlt Ave. 11214 Green Aciei-Gretn Acres Shopping Center, 
Flztisili — Are. J A Ccney Island Ave. 11230 Sunrise Hig.Ywj/, Vai.'ey Stream, N. Y. 11532 
i Mail coupon to any DIME office listed above 

A. • elarler. I enclose i \ TO 0/ 

• (Minimum deposit $5.00. Maximum £Lr\ /Q and compounded 

deposit $25,000 in Individual Accounts; JJ quarterly 
$50,000 in Trust or Joint Accounts). • 

Please open a savings account: 

Q In my name alone Q Jointly with Q In trust for 


a year latest total dividend 
paid from day of deposit 
and compounded 
quarterly 


My name: * 

□ Mr. a Mrs. □ Miss 
Street , 


- NOTE; Cash should be sent registered mail 


Member Federal Deposit Insurance Corporelton 


A GALL FGn. RESF.EOT AND HUMANITY If! THE SJ3DBLE EAST CHESIS- 


1. We (be undersigned appeal te all men for compassloa fee 
■^f&e Arab Mufctt intreml in number by fhts war— a compassion 
wMcti Inciudce respect for the refugee* at well as material 
assistance to be give* thorn freely and non»pot; ft tally, and to 

be given a* quickly as possible*.: — ; .* . ^ ^ 

- t, -We appeal to the Israeli Government to respect the mosques 
and shrinet ef Islam which are at present under Israeli authority 
end to make them freely avails sic for worship and veneration 
to all Muslim*. 


J. We appeal to the member states of the United Nations to, 
keep the welfare of the peoples involved foremost in mind in 
their deliberations on the Middle fast critic and to refuse te " " 
abandon thit world forum to Cold War digression* end Intrigues.. 

-"4. Our appeal I*, on behalf of fha peoples of the Third Worthy f . 
especially and ti a' fraternal on* made by Individuals who identify 
intimately and respectfully with their traditions and creative 
goats, < . . . 


TheCam bridge Committge .Callira ja r J?e *pect and H umanity 
P-O. Box 128, Cambridge, f<\ass. 02139 


— n r * rttal List of Sisnetorles: 


pf. Me»«n Swartz, • 
chairman, Beirut, 
Prof. Gtorift Miiiiii, 
Harvard. 

} Prof. Noam Chomsky, 
) MIT. 


Mertia r if in. The 

Catrwl>c Starker, HVC- 

Mohjfnm?rt Ai*e, 

' Weymouth. fcVss. 

Mrs. E. Sohior WflcH, 
Boston, Stoss. 


— j| fret. Mohammed Gheilh* Prof. Chartes-Ard» 


Boston University. Julien, Sorbo-one. 

Prof. W. Sibley Tswner, Prof. Claude Cahen, * 
Yale Oiviniiy School. Sorto<*n«. 

prof. UrnoMTerrboe, Prof. Elaine Haicsisn, 
Retired Director, Simmon* Coi'cte. 

Peril Institute for Prof. Morris Halt?, MIT. 
International Affairs. Rev. Charles H. Woirtier. 
tendon University. Dover, N.H. 

Prof. Marshall C. S. Dr. Samust J. Ktrser, 
Hodgson, Univ. of Brandon. 

_ Orem. Dr. Air. Ribas. 

Rev. Hemv p. Van Y*te Med.c at School. 

Dusen, President Jean d? Beer, Sec. Gen. • 

Emt'l'us, Union P.t'.ll. Ceret? 

J,: Theot. Seminary. litte'aire Interns- 

Pierre, Emmanuel, poet, Venal; S»c. Gen. 

France. Am>s de Teilhard 

Robert A. Iron, ' de Chardin, France. 

American Friends . Prof. Stuart C. C*dd. 
service ' Committee, Univ. of V ashir.e'un. 

* Cambridge. Al.il Abraham, 

Prof. Nicholas Hrcr, Ou'ncv.Mas*. 

Wide. of W*shtng!en, Stewart Sanders, 

Prof. Annemarle Roibury. Oos'on. 

Schimmet, Harvard. P<J. William Kornegsy, 

"**- Peter Riga, Univ. of Massachusetts. 

St. Mary’* Cotter?. He-bert Mason, Harvard. 

CjW. William Hickman, 

Prof, louts Karrof, fAJT. HjrvW. 

Prol. David Da thr j. Prof. Jerro'd Katz, MIT. 

Suss*e. England, Mrs. Mery Tau«s ; o 

Pror, Pnllltp Morrison, Henderson, Cambridge, 

_ MIT. • ’ Mass. 

Prof. Richard fat, Prof. Wttliem J. Gris- 

Harvard. wold, Colorado *Stala 

Southard Mcrnel. Boston. Univ. 

Mr and Mrs H»r>ry r. Prof. Huston Smith, Mlf. 
Atkinson, Biook lira, Mrs. Fd«m forOcs, 

Mas*. • . . Boston. 


Ilirry Purvis. Brooklyn. 

Herbert >t virr.on, t;ct 
and Mn'nc guide. 

Mirhjn' Fi!*9e*a?o. 
University Library. 
Harvard. 

Mrs Acre Taillc'er 
S'okes. New York Cdy. 

Rev. G. Basetti-Sant, 

St. Bsnavenlure 
Wr.iv*rj5hr. H.Y. 

Rene Tavernier, writer; 
France. 

P-ef. Robert McKibben, 

. St. Joseph's Collage, 
Maine. 

Jacoues Mmlct. 
wri'pr, France. 

Rev. D3«a E. triolzle. 
New Ycrk City. 

Dav-'l Pritchard, 
ttsrva'd. 

Julius Srcnlcndry, 
Harvard. 

Prof Murray Ede", 

MIT. 

Mm?. Yvonne Chauffiia, 
writer, France. 

M's* Yvonne Hemsy 
Bestcn. 

J. Dudley WesJSerry, 

H irvard. 

Miss Fv.-'.yn Mcnccni, 
Dcrcf- osier, Mas* 

James Abrahan,, 

O-jircr, Mass. 

Rirha-'d, Pcfee-t and 
Ttf'ee C:-‘.es, 

Owner. Mess. 

M-’ s. Abd-.l Shamma, 
Treasurer ft A J DA, 
Cal-.'cmij. 

Mrs. Oliver ToaV.tr, RM, 
Onrida. H.Y. 


Prof. ChaHes isssvn. 

Columbia University. 
Prof. T. Cuyicr Youn? 
Print'ion. 

Robert Buron. former 
A'tinijter of F«nrt» 
Cabinet an J Vic* 
Pres, of World 
Assoc, for V/ arid 
Federal Ion. . 
prof. Richard Sterne, 
Simmons College. 

Prof. J. Roland Ramirez. 

Duouasr.e llnive.-s ty_ 
Miss Ruth 8. Handlin, . 
Kidd He. 

Joef Shinder, Princeton. 
Mr. and Mrs. Dona : d 
Morlan, Ssuth Africa. 
Rev. R.sscll J. Clir.chy, 
Fores! Hills, H.Y. 

Mr. and Mrs. Edward 
Jacobsen, Lawrence, 
Kansas. 

Adeibert f.'ason, 
Abbinston Friends . 
School, Pa. 

P.-of. MarJine Asher 
Lowlfi, Wellesley. 

Prof. Kemal h. K or pal, 
Univ. of Wisconsin. 

Rev. E. J. Lanoworthr, 
Schenedadv. 

Dr. Y/eCd CurhanL 
Kenosha, Wisconsin. 
Wilham H. Gr-ron. 
attorney, San" Francisco 


Pr-f. Ragoel Mail>kh, 

• Un>v. of Colorado. 

Prof. Edward Bustin, 
Boston University. 
Assad E. Shoman, 

London University, 

Prof. LucjttJ Movrry, . 
Wdlesley. 

prof. Ray. L. Cleve'and. 
Univ. cf Saskatchewan. 


Prof. Francis E. Peters. 
H.Y.U. 

Prof. Herbert B. Huff- 
mon. Johns Hcokms. 

Prof C. Fitzbush 
Soraoms, Arkansas 
Colte9*. 

Fred EH'nshous, 111, 
Boulder, Col. 

prof. YMliam H. 
Brc-vn'**, Cla'emont 
Graduate School. 

Prof. Cl'9 Grabar, 

Un v. cf M<f.igei*. 

Frank M aria, Bosf*n. 

Airs. Patric-a kremers, 
D?nv»r, Col. 

pref. John Ruedy, 
Geof9e*or»n University. 

Jsbh Vctt, Un v. of 
New Kamcjhire. 

Hush 0. Aucftincloss, Jr. 
H.Y.C. 

Mils Mary Jo Del 
Vecohio, Harvard. 

K. B'ooV.e An.ie'son, 
Providence, R I. 

Prof. Thomas haft. Uni- 
versity cf Pen.hyvt/an a. 

Mrs. >.'»'cotm Peabody, 
Camtfidoe, Mass. 


Re/, t. Humphrey W>’z, . 
N.Y.C. 

David fit Stowe. 

Nat-on ji Council of 
Chore hj*. 
laicr Hicks, 

Boulder, Colorado. 

Ernes* Foster, 

Cat skill, n.Y. 

E. A. Keiley, Jr., 

Rider College, N.J. 

Prof. William F. - 
Stinespring, Duke 
Univjrsity. 

M'Chael Horn. Harvard. 
Richard N. Tetlie. 

Fourcer U S. Informa- 
tion Services in Israel. . 
M'S. fAjrgjret McKay, 

M? Br ' t is VPatti ament. 
Gale Borden. Harvard. S 
Rich.rdG. S'earn*. %/ 

19 Mil internal-onJl 
A'tyi-s Yf Prcs , 

U S Mil. Student 
Assoc. 

Da«>t G Mcl-t-sh. 

ITi/Fi V-:e-Pre». . 

Fa' Internal. Ada r», 

U S. ha*. S’udcr.l 
Assoc. 

Mrs. Jmei S B elby, • 
Rome, M.Y. 

pro' S* antey Diamond, 

Hear School ef Social 
Rcscvch, H.Y.C. 

Pr;t. ). H*nry Korsan. 

Univ. ef M.issccKselts. 
Erie Shrccder, K««.t«r ef 
U'amic Art, Foga R 

Museum. 

Newland F. Smi'h. Ill, 
litnriao, Evanston, Hi. 


(AfttUatForu t*v»n only for purpose* of Identification) 


Jj The Canibrlrtgn Committee may be contnefnd for blbltoeraplilcs *ti<! other scholarly Information concerning: t 
jj aitlrd^ \VorW.* Contributions for refugee relief may be eent io the following orcanlzalicms : y 


-l* Fr«n t *if e'Atz* i t>i V*»it»»» 
»*» du rfirkv-Orit-t 12 But Cha- 
in, r«n» i. riLMt. 


U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 

Washington, D.O., May 20, 1970. 

D. B. Geli.haus, 

Yankton, S. Dak. 


Dear Mr. Gellhaus : I appreciate knowing of your opposition to Section 222 
of the President’s Postal Reform Bill, H.R. 17070. 

It has been my feeling that public employees should have the right to join 
a union, but that membership should not be a mandatory incident of their 
employment. 

I have other serious questions about this legislation and I am glad to have 
your views on it. 

With every good wish, I am 
Sincerely yours, 


(s) George McGovern. 


U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 

Washington, D.C., September 12, 1968. 

Reed Larson, 

Executive Vice President, National Right To Work Committee, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Larson : Thank you for your letter of September ninth, and for 
enclosing the materials on the right-to-work issue. 

As you know from my vote in 1966, I favor retention of Section 14-B of the 
Taft-Hartley Act. While I have not made a final judgment on the Federal Em- 
ployees Freedom of Choice Act my inclination is to support it. 

With every good wish, I am 
Sincerely, 


(s) George McGovern. 
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Exhibit No. 160 





The people are 
coming to San Diego 


The following cormunique is from the R/A. 
f Oiego^onventlnv Coalitio n . a group of -people 1 
developing an election year strategy focusing] 
on the Republican National Convention to he i 
held in San Diego August 21-24, J 


— / AUGUST^lst - 24th, 1972 » . . 

The establishment of the dty of San Diego (but not its people) will g 
play boat to the Republican National Convention. This present t 
“executive committee of the ruling class” will meet in the 6Vi million U 
dollar Sports Arena., 4 ; : v 

At the same time, people of San Diego, through the San Diego 
Convention Coalition (SDCC), wil) [day host to (he people of the 
United States. Hm people will gather in the streets and paries of the' i 
dty. . \ 

THE MILLION DOLLAR CIRCUS 1 

How It Ended Up In San ; r S- ; I 

News that the Republican Convention' was coming to San Diego f 
was met with objections from moet of the peoplc of the city and even : 
some officials (the most Vocal of whom are out bf office now). By fur j 
the strongest objections were about the cost of hosting such an event 
The city bad to come up with an initial bid of 1.5 rpiHion dollars, and 
estimates for the total Cod are tunning 'between 2.5 and 4 million ■ 
dollars. Despite assurances by pro-convention Republicans that oe 
city money would be spent, San Diegans realized that it would be the 
people who eventually pay. 

The same motive, money, is what's bringing the convention to San 
Diego. Sheraton Inns, a subsidiary of I.T. b T., came up with 
$40p,000 to round out the initial bid. Sheraton owns two hotels in 
San Diego and is buUdlng a third. I.T. & T. has gained valuable 
tidelands to build cable factories in San Diego through the local Port 
Commiwion, which is supposedly controlled by C. Amholt Smith. 
Smith was Nixon’s largest campaign contributor in 1968. The clincher 
is Harold Geneen, LT. & T.Y President, who was co-fund raising 
chairaun with Smith in 1968. 

Therefs more. Eight days after. the announcement that San Diego 
would be the si to of the Convention, the Justice Department dropped 
an anti-trust suit against I.T. & T. The out-of-court settlement allowed 
LT. & T. to acquire the 1 billion dollar Hartford Insurance Company. 

C. Amholt Smith got the prestige of hosting Nixon and his convention 
(as well as substantial income through his local businesses), the 
Republicans got 1.5 million doibus, and the people of San Diego wfif 
eventually pick up the bllla. 

Because of this there is a better chance than ever before that manfy 
of the local citizens will become involved in, or be sympathetic with, 
demonstrations. 


The Coalition isn’t planning demonstrations »t the RepuMJcation 
Convention just so we can have a liberal Democrat for president (We 
know enough history to know that it was Kennedy who that sent 
large numbers of U.8. ground troope to Indochina.) We’re moving 
against Nixon and the Republicans because they are the present 
guardian* of the interests of the American establishment They are the 
most visible, tangible proponents of U.S. imperialism, sexism and 

^raeistn, and of the repression **at underlies all that — 

and increasingly repressive domestic potides. Through massive demon- 
strations fame we can shatter the illusion of domestic pacification that 


it so. essentia) to Nixon’s program. 

S. Demonstrations in San Diego, a m ajor military center, also give os a 
llhique opportunity to develop tliff Kdsiaiice movement within the 
armed forces. Organizing for massive demonstrations can help turn the 
military apparatus into a Trajan hone by consolidating wide-spread 
internal dissatisfaction mid accelerating instability within the military. 

The preeent crises In the U.S. are opening up many people to 
alternatives from the Left, and the San Diego activities can give many 
of them a first chance to express their dissatisfaction pubildy. 
Maiitva, nonviolent demonstrations with diverse constituency repre- 
sentation wfll have important effects, both directly on tire partid- 
pento gWngJhem a new sense of strength and unity, and indirectly 
on the millions who wfll watch on TV. If people from ail over tbs U.S. 
pour into Sun Diego to join local people tn maartve, nonviolent 
protest, using creative tactics that show our seriousness, we wfll 
provide an instructive contort to file Republican rubber-stamp 
renomi nation of Richard Iliinpi ^ ' " 


L inciudfaf the People'* Coalition T or Peace and Justice, National 
[ Lawyers Guild, Peace Action Council of L.A., and Anti-ImpadaUrt 
. ^Coalition of the San Francisco Bay Area. 

I SOCHkn* evolved a very flexible structure so it can meet raptfy 
I changing conditions. Anyone who agrees with our goals And principles 
f and who is active in one of its component parts (committee, task 
f , ' rce, or Brasher collective) is a member of the Coalition. At present, 
general membership meetings are held every week to consider policy 
questions and do internal education. A Coordinating Committee, 

, made up of representatives selected by each of the component parts, 

, meet* more frequently. There are also Third World women’s 
j'L caucuses in SDCC. 

t Indochina. Specifically to expose and stop the barbaric, escalating 
technological air war and to demand acceptance of the Peace Plan of 
the Provisional Revolutionary Government of South Vietnam. 

| 2) To expose and struggle against the increasingly unpopular domestic 
: policies forced upon tire people of tire U.S. by the existing econonric 
! and political structure. - 

• 3) To mobilize a massive array of people united in their opposition to 
the war and in their determination to take control of their own lives. 

| 4) To accelerate the growth of ongoing movements capable of leading 
and sustaining peoples’ struggles both locally and nationally. 

We in the Coalition have agreed to work together according to the 
: following prinicpies: 

1) We will form the broadest possible coalition to nonviolentiy and 
. openly oppose and confront the Republican Party leadership. We seek 
to build a strong radical movement that cannot be used or absorbed 
' by the Democratic Party and which will include: Third World people, 
G.I.’s and veterans*, working people, the unemployed, gay people, 
women, students, and freaks. 

i 2) la this coalition and in aQ the work we do we wfll reject and 
; struggle against al! forms of domination baud on race, sex, and dart 
; exploitation. We will try to bring about in ourselves and in our 
: manner of working with one another thou human changes which 
j must accompany political and economic changes hi order for our 
revolution to succeed. We wfll struggle against racism, sexism, and 
class chauvinism in ourselves as well as in ail others with whom we 
wogk, and will seek continually to isolate and understand the root 
causes of the tendencies in each of us to dominate, manipulate, and 
i control- Skflls and experience will be shared broadly among members 
j of the coalition and a conscious effort made to provide opportunity 
j for those less experienced to grow stronger in revolutionary skills, 
j understanding, commitment, and confidence. 

1 3) Because much of our strength will depend on massive numbers of 
' people coming to the dty, we will make contact and work with 
■ groups and individuals throughout tire U.S., especially in the western 
region. • 

We an engaged in an experiment with a new model for national 
actions based on deep roots in the host community. As members of 
San Diego groups we fed a responsibility to coordinate activities • 
taking place In San Diego during the Republican Convention. But our 
commitment to San Diego does not end in August. It lasts for beyond. 
A local movement is taking the initiative to organize a national aetion, 
an action of international significance. The challenge will be two-foW: 
for the local movement to be flexible and be able to incorporate new 
people froin other areas into' toe decision making process in a 
democratic manner and for the people from other areas to have a 
gteat sensitivity to thetocal situation,' the work that h|s gone on 
before they arrive and that will continue after August ' * . , 

J WHAT’S HAPPENING? V 

Coalition [flans for flie Convention ' have two thrusts: 1) to 
demonstrate bur dissent against the existing system, and 2) to 
demonstrate alternatives as a concrete indication of the kind of 
society we are determined to create for ourselves. 

All of us in the Coalition (and we cover a broad spectrum of radical 
politics) are convinced that violence will prove counter-productive at 
this time and place. The more disciplined and together we are , the 
more likely it. is that we will be able to get our message across straight, 
without it either being used to their advantage by the Right or 
co-opted by liberal Democrats. 

SDCC has begun planning some projects to build towards August 
and for the time of the Convention itself. At this point, we are atao 
keeping time open for specialized actions, around targets of various 
constituencies’ choosing. Other actions could range all the way from 
continued massive marches to small constituency actions to civil 
disobedience. 

Our plans to date include: 


y Demonstration 

There should be at least one massive, legal, demo 


The Sea Diego Co 
of load community g 


working with people • 


ton h grade up oT p e o p i s from a wide variety 
pa, indudlag GJ-’s, students, anti-war groups, 
, and u nd erg r ound nmpep era We an abo 
on the country who share oar polities! goela, 
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Expose ‘72 


Demonstrating dissent is just one thing we want to do during the 
Convention. We also want to create a setting in which people can learn 
front each other about the specific nature of our country and the 
world we live in, and the state of the movement 

We will create a humanized People’s World's Fair, called Expoee 
*72. This will be a large exposition about the victims of injustice and 
their liberation struggles; the institutions, and ideas which perpetuate 
this injustice, and some visionary but practical alternatives to the 
oppressive system we live under. 

Groups and individuals coming to San Diego are invited to send us 
their ideas for Expoee ‘72 between now and August, and to bring 
films, programs, exhibits, etc., with them. There should be exhibits by 
Black, Chicano, Native American, Asian, poor, gay people, women 
and youth in this country, as well as international Exhibits on China, 
Cuba, Vietnam, Palestine, Africa, and Latin America. We could have 
workshops, films, and a video net that would link ail the people 
together. The art forms and architecture we use would be an 
important part of our cultural experience. 

We could use Expose *72 as a base from which to go into the 
community. We can plant things, build things (playgrounds, recon- 
structing condemned buildings, etc.), teach school, etc. People might 
want to canvass door-to-door, inviting all San Diegans to Expose ‘72 
and our other activities. 

Ttie People *8 Platform 

The People’s Platform Is the unifying political statement of the 
demonstrations. It draws together the demands for action against 
imperialism, racism, sexism, exploitation of labor, police and judicial 
repression, and poverty. ' 

The People’s Platform is seen as an organizing tool that can be used 
throughout the country, particularly in states that hold primaries. A 
nationwide People’s Platform campaign would raise basic issues rather 
than merely focusing on candidates. Candidates could be confronted 
with the platform and forced to take stands on It, hopefully at both 
th* Republican and Democratic Conventions. *- 

If broadly based enough, the Platform Could be used as a means of 
uniting the efforts of die Left to rehfle to new constituencies and help 
to bring about a considerable degree of unity with already committed 
groups. 

Finally, we see the Platform as a tool to help mobilize people 
around the country and point the way to San Diego. 

SDCC Jb moving ab end to pin support of national organizations 
and coalitions for tiw idea of a People’s Platform. If the response is 
favorable enough, we hope to bring together a national conference to 
ratify*. 

TT»e Petition 

SDCC is Circulating a petition in San Dlego County opposing the 
holding of the^Repubiican Convention here. The petition attacks the 
Republican’s policies of war and repression and points out that the 
people of San Diego will be taxed to pay for the Convention even 
though they had no say in bringing it here. The petition Is both an 
educational tool and a way to create a public climate for the 
demonstrations that Is as favorable as possible. 

Logistics and Governance 

Besides tectkal planning SDCC is 'taking responsibility for the 
logistics of August. This includes getting permits for marches and 
unusual land use, making sure that water, food, and sanitary facilities 
are available, caiiL care -is organized, and that legal and medical 
assistance is Mobilized. 

WhHe we can do the preparatory work in these areas, most of the 
real igprk Will have to be done by the peoplecoming here. SDCC is not 
offering hotel services to the movement. 

. Tjje ..jgcpL in»J> 9 ri»nt demonstration during the Convention wjll 

simply be' ourselves. How we act in the encampments and during 
actions will be tire critical message conveyed. Contingents win have to 
Bad ways to govern themselves, lead themselves, and provide for 
themselves from the resources available. The sense of social responsibi- 
lity Wf . show towards ourselves maybe more important |jua ow 
speeches an d writt en document*. 


AND IN THE OTHER CORNER . . . * , 

Sap Dieg^ *72 is opt Chicago “68. Local officials, hoping for a 
boost in convention trade for San Diego, don’t want a repeat of the 
1968 Democratic Convention demonstrations. Nixon wants a quiet 
convention to show the world he has nailed the coffin shut on dissent 
in America. WhBe massive security arrangements are being developed, 
the master plan seems to rely more on co-option than violent 
repression. 

Instead of discouraging white youth from coming to San Diego in 
August, the city has taken a conciliatory line. It has announced Its 
willingness to “give” demonstrators Fiesta Island during the Conven- \ 
tion. It has announced that demonstrations can take place along 
Sports Arena Blvd., paralleling the Convention site. Chief of Police 
Ray Hoobler has called the Convention the “greatest experience” of 
his life as a police officer and said he realizes certain lam may have to 
be bent to accommodate a large influx of demonstrators. Rumors of 
rock concerts and festivals to be held concurrently with the 
Convention are abundant and at least one promoter has approached 
the city already with his plans for a festival 30 miles out of town. 

City officials perhaps realize that a large number ofyouth involved 
• in a dope and music festival during the Convention will actually be 
“ ““ good press instead of having an adverse effect. The gut issues will be 
clouded and smothered by the media portrayal of a scene that is fast 
becoming a television re-run — the love and peace Woodstock scene. 

Despite the city’s slickness there seems to be a rift developing 
between it and Washington. A recent article in the N. Y. Times quoted 
a city official as saying the Republicans are unhappy with the way 
things are being handled here. Nixon’s camp wants there to be no 
demonstrations at all. To apply a bit of subtle pressure to the city, the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEA A) sent San Diego V 
request for funds back to the city for revisions. The city has asked for 
$920,000 from LEAA to pay overtime salaries, purchase riot control 
equipment, and provide special training for lock* police. The city will 
undoubtedly receive a large sum of money from LEAA; how much 
may depend on the city’s decision on how to use it. . 

In case the cooptation route fails, San Diego is making extensive 
preparations for potential trouble. Security task forces have been 
formed by the- city and county. , Between the two, a total of 1,800 
uniformed police will be on duty on 12-hour shifts. Using the . 
state- wide mutual aid plan, police can be brought in from 4 
surrounding counties. Upon request, ail available -California Highway 
Patrol officers will be sent to San Diego. Local National Guard Units 
have already received Civil Disturbance training. Also involved in the 
planning are the F.B.I., Secret Service, and Naval Intelligence. 

The police are working on plans for a computerized radio relay 
system that will allow them to process mass arrests in a short time. 
The police are also looking into Balboa and San Diego Sjpdhims as 
mass detention sites, should that prove necessary. 

The coupty purchased three new helicopters with an LEAA grant 
These will be used as airboin observation platforms. WhBe the police 
can survey any demonstrations, demonstrators will be unable to 
. survey the cops if the $920,000 LEAA grant goes through. The city is 
planning to use part of it to join with Miami in the purchase of a radio 
system which operates oh frequencies that citizens cannot monitor. 

The fact that there is a split developing between the city and the 
fed*' make it impossible to know for sure what the final policy 
towards demonstrators will be. It is obvious that they are trying to be 
prepared to handle any violence that occurs. What they may not be 
able to handle are demonstrations which are disciplined in conduct , ' 
diverse in participation, uncompromising in content, and beyond their 
power to either co-opt or intimidate. 

GETTING IT TOGETHER 


We fed that the San Diego Convention Coalition represents a 
creative effort to arrive at ajvew model for relating local organizing 
and national action. SDCC members have travelled around the 
country in the past few months, talking with many different people. 
We do not expect the August actions to be one-shot actions 
detrimental to local organizing efforts. Rather, we think that our 
overall program of local initiative combined with tools like the 
People’s Platform can aid people’s organizing efforts wherever they 
are. In San Diego, the coming of the Convention has given us the 
incentive to reach out to the entire city and to unify our movement. 

We need people to move here to work with us for the period 
between now and August — arid hopefully beyond. It would be ideal 
if collectives could send one person now, to work with us and create 
links with their home community, with the rest or the collective 
following in August. 

If you are interested in moving here now, get in touch with us. 
Bring ail your creative ideas, your innovative skills, as well as cars, 
money, typewriters and other tools. 

If you can’t come now, come in June. If you can’t come in June, 
come in August. And if you can’t come at all, you can still help. Let 
us know: 


— Your name, if you want to be on our mailing list. 

— If you will distribute literature and posters. 

(How many? 10, 25, 50, 100, 500 pieces?) 

— If you can help us financially. 

(25c, $1, $5, $25, $100, those old postage stamps you 
have lying around?) 

— If you can assume responsibility as a regional contact. This 
means you will do educational and publicity work around the issues 
outlined here and bring people to San Diego. 

This is a crucial historical period. The job is great, but so are the 
possibilities. 

gwith Justice, 

Spec 

" SAN DIBOO CONVENTION COALITION 
P.0. Box 8267 San Diego , CA 92103 
Phone (714) 234-8231 




4109 


Exhibit No. 161 


/ 0//i 


^7k/{-±o /x/wfa-f *^u*s-Akr 


/ 

yts^/AflA fa £7 iusAssu./ A/Z^-fa 
c ?. A ^ zsU > Aa ^*~ SL - i *^. — Azu > / SSAss ? y ^ Ai * t >/ s £ tr £ < yL ^ C < J '£ A _ 

.. A/ 1 /. ^/uotf (yAu-<y fau ls<y? cj/'-y’ 

. . . „ ...: A /7*U^>aA>€y *jliS CO^Au^A &nrc/Jz? uiAjC 

...;• t£%_ azA-rsy^) / zJt-cA. As 

.!_. &- fa ? ru-y , .__. _..../ 

/-£*•( 

/pUfaA.&Z{ SZz*^. -{aJc-A-/ Azzisg AfafaCZr-A,'- A.-\ 

>£<^ Ad ^; HZJu / 7 *a /(<- Z - j£f AfaA tAciczL - s . 

. qAm'uz/~ ALfrj siojy^f cA aAA Ass. 


6 - — Ass v - y ^ c/AyS AAlL szAr^yy Cuc £* 

:.. bCZ^-Ah/O^ - </ tsh, CAy~k&y.-^ 

_ / A-ZA 1 — aAAs — O CA~S j -Ss' < ‘~ ~-'S . 


S.ASi 7 % < l /< * AyaA ' ~ S&ufa / A & s2ziy ^ at *. 

(2. /V 7 ACaaA A A-AcA) sZcl. faAAzst*-f < 7 a. 

AsA <? fkAAz^- <zA AAtAs; &uAy 


4110 


/ &U44 t/tgZKZjf bJ&tY&js-Q £&> ~t&. 

.. ... . £7.1* -£ f UiLct/ Yl £s§ 

dx X-PO cO£>3 <^2yCL/^c/ ujUy - 

, &( a_ 2±M£2<_ d2y^aiux/~ — 121 Ci^jp2u^r/s.^ 

_'. 7C7_ ~£$-C~CJ SU2ly /f^ - 7 & 

1 , Sjpjf Yz> <^£du2tC&_, 6>C< im Hlu&A. *J 60 /t'ivdl- 




l TtiJ&tfaix 6fiL. '.'■. — ^u^yc^ju^ '&Sy/2 L <22^ 

.. "...Ji ]&£&<£&. °7 77x /z-£?zutx^7 

__.. %&2^u2-&<y <£-&£*~6 - 2d?a-f 222if <7^1 

/£6Cdfc r ?'t&2('y 6-& ~/-2 

, Xu</tU£d-d GlUMcl^ /^Ud ^£dd7u^o 

6d^c/) 77-ajp&} O; Vdpd . 


2r:-S0 


loti- 



4111 


Exhibit No. 162 

October 28, 1969 


MEMORANDUM 

TO: Bob Haldeman 

FROM: The President 

. On the PR side, I think it might be well for you 
to see how Buchanan, Safire et al could have columnists, 
television commentators and others prepare the way for the 
Lindsay victory in New York. Buchanan correctly estimates a 
substantial Lindsay sweep due to the Procochino collapse. 

The press, of course, will try to interpret this as a referendum 
on Vietnam. It is vitally important that this be nailed prior 
to the election and, of course, be nailed immediately after- 
wards as strongly as possible. Set a task force to work on 
this. It occurs to me that Buchanan and Safire could be logical 
members. For example, if some of the conservative columnists 
like Buckley could hit it and better still if some more in the 
center were to do so it would be helpful. What I am suggesting 
primarily is to predict in advance a Lindsay victory based on 
these major political factors. And then also be ready for the - 
counter-attack when they try to build it up as a Vietnam 
referendum. 
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Exhibit No. 163 


IEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASKXMOTON 


MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. MAGRUDER 



February 4, 1970 



A couple of points that I did not want to cover in the general meeting, 
but that you do need to move ahead on quickly. 

First, I*m sure you have studied that TV summary done by Buchanan, 
which is a devastating indictment of NBC, especially of David Brinkley. 

Specifically, Brinkley was completely off base factually on his budget 
criticism, and we need to get that one straightened out. 

The need, probably, is to concentrate on NBC and give some real 
thought as to how to handle the problem that they have created in their 
almost totally negative approach to everything the 'Administration 
does. I would like to see a plan from you; don't worry about fancy , 
form, just some 1 specific thinking on steps that can be taken to try to 
change this, and I should have this by Friday.. Get Klein and Ziegler 
both involved in the thinking on this, and I would suggest also Nofziger,. 
who could be very helpful, and perhaps get Pat Buchanan in. In .fact, I think 
definitely you should get Pat Buchanan in to work with you on it; but mov e 
quickly. 

Another area is the mobilization of the Silent Majority, which we touched 
on briefly in the meeting today. We just haven’t really mobilized them, 
and we have got to move now in every effective way we can to get them 
working to pound the magazines and the networks in counter -action to 
the obvious shift of the establishment to an attack on Vietnam again. 
Concentrate this on the few places that count, which would be NBC, 

TIME, NEWSWEEK and LIFE, the NEW YORK TIMES, and the 
WASHINGTON POST. Don't waste your fire on other things. 

Next point, and this is also highly urgent priority. The State of the 
Union evoked a tremendous number of very strong editorials praising 
the content, delivery, etc. Now we need, very quickly, a well -edited, 
well -packaged, compellingly-presented mailing piece that summarizes 
the highlights of those editorials, especially the ones from surprising 
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sources like Reston of the TIMES, so that we can get out to our people 
especially the reaction that the country's newspapers have had to the 
Presidents address. 1 

This is something that should have been automatically done immediately, 
and perhaps it is underway. The point here is that delay makes any 
action much less effective, since it should be an immediate response 
and get out while the speech is still alive. Our main failure in this whole 
area is dullness, and let's not let this effort fall into that category. Get 
it done on good paper in interesting style, rather than just a mimeographed 
glob of editorial excerpts. _ 

This is the kind of thing our Outside Group should automatically pick up 
for us once we get them; but until we have them, we have to fill the gap 
ourselves, and it's terribly important to move quickly on this. Perhaps 
the National Committee can help you with editorial and layout facilities, 
but hold them to very high standards and make it come out good. Leonard 
over there is probably- the best guy for this kind of thing and maybe 
would be the one to get working on it, but give him ab’out a one -day 
deadline, so that we get it done instead of talked about. 



/>&.' JtL.Gc&L 

CONFIDENTIAL 
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Exhibit No. 164 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA S H I N G T O N 

March 3, 1970 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 
FROM: Patrick J. Buchanan 


The President directed several of us to give thought to how 
to combat the institutionalized power of the left concentrated 
in the foundations that succor the Democratic Party. 

Following are recommendations both of an offensive and defensive 
nature -- the major one being the creation of a counter-vailing 
power outside the Federal Government. 

1. The President should direct an in-hous'e group of people 
preferably^ outside the Administration to .quietly undertake a study: 
of the top twenty-five Foundations in this country; to identify both . 

■theirl leader ship and power structure, and to indicate which, are 
friendly, which are potentially friendly, "which can be co-opted to 
support projects the President supports; and which are hostile to 
us; which are arms of our political adversaries. In addition, an 
inventory should be taken of all smaller foundations (AEI and Stern), 
which are ideologically and clear pro or con. 

2. The President should direct the Budget Bureau to come 
up -- within one month -- with a listing of all Federal moneys, from 
each Department that goes to Founds ions for studies and research. We 
should have totals and breakdowns on each Foundation. 

3. We should bring together those inside and outside the White 
House with knowledge and interest in the field to determine if one of the 
huge Foundations -- like Lilly or Duke Endowment -- can be convinced 
to operate on a pro- Administration basis; or whether we need to create 
a new institution. Among those I would include in the discussion would 
be Harlow, Anderson, Huston, Whelan, Buchanan, Dr. Burns, Jeffrey 
Hart (he wrote some articles on the issue), Glenn Campbell, Bill 
Baroody, Sr. , Frank Barnett — and other individuals familiar with 
the world of the Foundations. 
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4. This group would be charged with reporting to the 
President specific options on how we could either influence, take 
over or create a major institution to accomplish Administration 
objectives. 

5. The Administration should begin -- once this information 
is gathered -- to initiate a policy of favoritismpn all future Federal 
grants to those institutions friendly to us, that want the work -- and 
we should direct future funds away from the hostile foundations, 
like Brookings. 

MACARTHUR INSTITUTE 


However, I think there is a clear national need for a Republican 
Conservative counterpart to Brookings, which can generate the ideas 
Republicans can use, which can serve as a repository of conservative 
and Republican intellectuals, -the. way Brookings and others do for 
the Democrats. 

Depending bn the size of the structure; I can conceive o'f it under- 
taking the following political Objectives.- 

a. Serving as a "parking place" for Administration and 
other Republican- conservative intellectuals, where they can work 
at ideas we can use politically, where they can take their sabaticals 

at the same time they are communicating regularly with the Republican 
Establishment in the White House. 

b. A talent bank -- building an inventory of Conservative- 
Republicans in each of the following institutions -- locating the best and 
most brilliant in the college system and graduate school system; 
identifying the best conservative reporters and editorial writers 
around the country; locating the conservative intellectuals and 
academicians -- stockpiling all these names in a talent bank , to be 
made available to the Administration, when job openings occur; and 

•to be used by the President to fill up future task forces and the like. 
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c. Foreign Policy. The President was committed to clean 
house at State; we have gotten heat on this. The new foundation could 
conceivably -- as it developed -- build a talent bank of individuals 

in every area of foreign policy -- five deep -- who might be ready to 
. be moved into the State Department the day after the 1972 victory. 

d. Judicial inventory. A small group of attorneys and law 
students could -- via phone calls to States, via research in local and 
regional papers, and study of important decisions, prepare for the 
President a national ranking of the most brilliant and most conservative 
of all Federal Judges, and State Supreme Court judges as well. The 
list eould be used to move the best of our judges up through, the 
judicial ranks. 

e. The Institute could provide $15,000 to $20,000 fellowships 
to individual writers and reporters -- to have them expand articles 

into £>ooks, which books would be promoted by the Institute. Example -- 
a Mdllenhoff is digging up facts on McNamara and the waste in the 
Pentagon; go r, ,a rjeffrey. Hart-has. dane,.a:splendid Indictment of foundation' 
in genexal^ox 1 sameoneeelse <Kas clone -"a : s e ri es rifi’articlescontheinetworki 
the IHstitute : cduldcgive_gfh'enlrthese;-feil-ow:ihipsl‘:i-c- .with'the- sole ^stipulation 
that jchey. io.me nipi with 'a? bookbovhichltheiltistitutej bauld ctrieh push, u : : V. . 

d. The Institute might bring together experts -- on the networks 
for example -- to discuss and produce a book of papers on their lack'of 
objectivity and need for reform. The whole Paul Simpson operation 
in Nfishville could be brought up and put under the Institute. 

g. Through a monthly newsletter the Institute could keep 
conservatives and key Republican thinkers informed of the finest in 
thought that was being generated -- and what the institute was up to. 

You could have associate memberships for $25 a year to pay the cost 
of this communications apparatus. 

h. In addition to identifying the top conservative students, 

the Institute could keep in touch with them through its communications, 
provide perhaps assistance in tuition, and scholarships for summer 
work — to bring them in touch with the best in ideological talent on 
our {side of the fence. 
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i. The Institute could undertake the kind of routine studies 
for the government -- going now to other foundations -- which could 
provide a regular income, and keep some of the resident intellectuals 
working and earning their keep. 

WHAT ABOUT THE MONEY? 

The funds could come as I see it from three sources? 

1. The money men who are behind the Administration could 
provide the seed money needed for the initial operations which 
would get it underway. Rather than work on an annual commitment, 
an endowment would be the best route. 

E. It could be pointed out to all the Big Contributors to other 
Institutions, and all the Big Contractors who get Federal money that 
the Institute that should not be lacking for their support is the 
MacArthur Institute, as that as One of, the President's favorites-.- - 

3. All Federal contracts now going to institutions which are 

essentially ahti-Administrationlwould.-be. shifted to .this drew .baby 
and to other pro-Administration foundations. Anti- Administration 
foundat ions should be cut off without a dime. One good talk to the 
Cabinet would be all that would be required to get cooperation here -- 
and Budget could be on notice to notify the West Wing if Brookings gets 
any more money. ^ 

4. Federal Agencies would be on notice to think if some 

of their functions might not better be farmed out to the private sector, 
in particular, to the Institute. 

5. All the high rollers we know would be passed the word that 
of the charities the President prefers, this one is the best. The Big 
Supporters vo uld find themselves on White House Guest Lists, while 
the friends of Brookings would stay in outer darkness. 


21-296 0—74 


■15 



4118 


OTHER NEEDS 

One of my primary concerns about this is that it required a 
strong fellow running the Internal Revenue Division; and an especially 
friendly fellow with a friendly staff in the Tax-Exempt office. Am 
not sure we have this right now. 

Second, we could use a greater willingness on the part of 
our Internal Revenue to engage in combat with some of these lesser 
anti-Administration institutions like the Stern Foundation. 

Third, this Institute would rapidly attract a host of investigators 
from the Times; it would provoke stories and articles; and we would 
have to be prepared to take some real initial political heat as a spin- 
off. Also, word of precisely what the Institute was doing would leak out 
eventually. 

.Fourth, it would entail great wrenching for the established 
Institutions like Brookings; and we would have to expect a good many 
fights; and some outraged and adverse publicity on the left. We would 
be striking at the heart of the Establishment -,- and we could expect 
a response in kind. • s . 

Fifth, some of the essential objectives of the Institute would have to 
be blurred, even buried, in all sorts of other activity, that would be the 
bulk of its work, that would employ many people, and that would provide 
the cover for the more important efforts. 

Every menial task of government possible should be sent over 
to the Foundation to carry out at cost plus ten. 

Sixth, the Board of Directors would run from right to center of 
the political spectrum; no kooks but unquestioned Pro-Nixon people 
would have to have a complete lock on it; we would have to have people 
there who knew what was up and agreed to it; and then let the hand- 
picked staff run the thing. 
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Seventh, the name MacA rthur Institute was taken, rather 

ejsc'nhower Institute to prevent the co-opting of part of it by 

" . t4 her of liberal Republicans of the ‘Scott variety. 

*** ‘ 
t 

Eighth, the crucial job here is Executive Director. We would 
someone knowledgeable, willing to work all hours, loyal to 
an anti-Establishmentarian, broad-gauged, who knew this 
^•siness and its purposes intimately. Wrong. fellow here, a soft- 
ener or a hustler, and forget the whole thing. 

Ninth, we would have to lock it into the White House with probably 
two individuals at the top level — who had the ear of the President 
at all times -- and who were intensely familiar with the Institute and 
its working. Harlow and Haldeman should do for this. Maybe they 
should be on the Board of Directors -- though this would be a red light. 

Tenth, because of the nature of the Talent Bank, we are going to 
run into conflict with the White House Personnel Shop; but that 
seems to me to be unavoidable; this would be a professional on-going 
job of locating, indentifying and filing the names of pro-Presidential 
people in every, area of importance around the country. 

Eleventh, one major problem:' if by chance we should be evicted 
from the White House, one can bet that the new incumbent would put a 
sword to this operation, through IRS, as the first official act on arrival. 
Those involved in the operation would have to carry heavy political 
insurance. At any time, there might be a sudden distribution of 
assets to the stockholders. .. 

Finally, to make something like this go you need the right 
people with the right frame of mind, and a willingness to work. If we 
get the wrong people on the Board, or the wrong individuals running 
it, we would be pouring money down a sewer. 


Can the White House get some moneyed individual to provide 
the wherewithall to bring the aforementioned people to Washington to 
discuss this and propose something if the President agrees? 




BUCHANAN 
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Exhibit No. 165 


TIIE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


CONFIDENTIAL 

March 12, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR : MR. COLSON 

MR.. BUCHANAN 
MR. COLE, 

MR. MAGRUDER/ 


As you know, the Student Mobilization Committee and the Young 
Americans for Freedom have jointly announced a national spring 
referendum" on Vietnam. It is important that we take the lead in 
making sure that the Administration’s position is clearly under- 
stood and not just leave it up to YAF. Also, any effort that we 
can undertake to support YAF and other groups who are actively 
supporting our position on this referendum should be explored 
and developed to the fullest. 



Cam*' 

J 

La . 


* 




/a 



On the Question of IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL FROM VIET NAM 

Siop the killing? . . ..End the fighting? . . . Peace and freedom for Asia? . . . These are file objec- 
tives all Americans should bs advocating. But they will never be accomplished by an immediate 
withdrawal. 

. From the beginning of the war until the preisc-at time, untold atrocities have been committed by 
the Communist forces in the name of "liberation." These- Communist massacres are planned 
and organized. They are an integral part o' Communist war policy rivaling in brutality flic- atro- 
cities perpetrated by the Nazis in Wot Id War II. THE PERPETRATORS ARE REWARDED AND 
PROMOTED, NOT TRIED BY COURTS MARTIAL - 

.Whatever America’s mistakes have been in Viet Nam, Ihey cannot be remedied by the horrible 
consequences of immediate withdrawal. 

* * * 


"I think it would 
bo a major mistake 
to unilaterally 
■ withdraw." 

ROBERT F. KENNEDY 
Wisconsin State Journal 
March 23. 18S8 



“While Immediate 
withdrawal would 
end the war, it would 
lose the peace." 

EUGENE l/.cCARTHY 
CBS K&v/s. 

March 12. 1SSS 


"The first consequence, as anyone can foresee, (of immediate withdrawal) will be the cold- 
blooded massacre of a covoie of million South Vietnamese who have put their f&iin ano con- 
fidence. in the United States." 

JOSEPH ALSO?. October. 1S59 


Most students support the policy of continued training and arming of the 
South Vietnamese to defend themselves. Most students do not advocate the 
dangerous policy of “peace at any price.” 

RESPONSIBLE VOICES MUST BE HEARD , . . VOTE NO APRIL 13-14 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


April 6, 1970 


MR. HALDEMAN. 


JEB S. MAGRUDER 


On March 12, you asked, in a memorandum to Colson , \\ 
Buchanan, Cole, and Magruder, that we aid the student 
groups who are supporting a "no" vote on the April 
campus referendum which poses the question "do you 
support an immediate withdrawal of all American troops 
from Vietnam?" 



We called in the various groups (College Republican National 
Committee, YAF, etc.) to find out what they were doing and 
what we could do to help. We found YAF and the College 
Republicans were doing quite a good job, and we could help 
by (1) having 100,000 copies of the attached throw-away 
sheet printed, and; (2) making the RNC’s "WATS" telephone 
lines available to the College Republicans and YAF for 
> generating support on campuses throughout the country. 

This has been done. 


In the event you are aware, or wish to become aware, of 
some of the problems in this area, the effectiveness of the 
College Republicans and YAF in battles such as this is 
substantially diminished by the opposition which these groups 
encounter from the Young Republican National Federation 
leadership. For example, even after we met with the YRNF’s 
executive director and explained to him the White House’s 
interest in supporting those groups which opposed a "yes" vote, 
he attempted to have Jimmy Allison turn down our request to 
print the throw-aways. 

I do not believe we should become involved in the fighting 
among the three youth groups; however, it should be made 
clear to Allison and the others at the Committee, as it was 
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in this case, that White House requests are not to be sabotaged 
by any of these groups. 

The Young Republican leadership does not want the White House 
to work with the College Republicans or YAF, and yet on issues 
such as the referendum and the President's forthcoming 
message on the draft, the College Republicans and YAF 
have offered to help. They can do much good on the campus 
for us on issues such as this and we must be in a position to 
call upon them. 

On the broader issue of youth, it has become apparent that 
there are some things we can do to support those student 
groups which generally support us. In this regard, Messrs. 
Buchanan, Cole, Colson, Magruder, and Odle will meet 
Wednesday noon to discuss what we can do to help groups such 
as the United Student Alliance and the Association of Student 
Governments. Both of these groups have offered to distribute 
materials for us, and the former may have potential as an 
alternative to SDS. 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


April 30, 1970 \ 


MR. HALDEMAN , 


JEB S. MAG RUDER! 



I think you should see the attached report from Young Americans 
for Freedom on the April national campus referendum question, 
"Should the U.S. Immediately Withdraw All Its Troops From 
Vietnam?" Although we lost, 43,000 to 25, 000, the margin 
was much better than it would have been had we not acted. 

Also, the vote represents less than 2% of the college student 
population in the United States. 

As the attached blue-colored sheet shows, YAF did much to 
support us - at our request. Do you think i t would J;. g,ina ppro- 
priate for us to draft a letter'for the President's signature ’ 
thanking tne - o rganization"?~ 


cc: Mr. Buchanan 
Mr. Colson 






4^ atlt' 
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STUDENT REFERENDUM 

WASHINGTON (AP)-A RECENT NATIONWIDE COLLEGE STUDENT 
REFERENDUM ON IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL OF ALL U.S. TROOPS FROM VIETNAM 
LISTED 62 PER CENT OF THOSE VOTING AS FAVORING IT, THE SPONSORS 
SAID' TODAY. 

THEIR FIGURES SHOWED THAT SOME 71,000 STUDENTS OUT OF ABOUT 4 
MILLION VOTED . 

THE REFERENDUM WAS CONDUCTED BY THE STUDENT ASSOCIATION OF THE 
AMERICAN UNIVERSITY HERE. IT WAS HELD DURING THE WEEK OF APRIL 
13-19, WHEN OTHER GROUPS SPONSORED ANTIWAR PROTESTS IN VARIOUS 
CITIES. 

SID SCHWARTZBERG, A COCHAIRMAN OF THE REFERENDUM COMMITTEE, 

SAID AT A NEWS CONFERENCE AT AU THAT THE RESULTS WILL BE SENT TO 
PRESIDENT NIXON AND VICE PRESIDENT SPIRO T. AGNEW "AND I GUESS 
THAT'S ABOUT ALL WE CAN DO." 

CZ432PED 4/30 


/tfff 
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iEMORAXDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


CON FID 


July 9, 1970 


CON FI DEN I IAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. MAGRUDER 


In the Harris poll done for the ACE on students' attitudes, 
there is a question that says in effect, do you agree or 
disagree that America will be in trouble as long as it 
continues its arrogant imperialist policies - 70% agreed. 

Let's figure out a way to get some mileage out of this 
and some similar questions in the Harris poll and use them 
as a way of discrediting the Harris poll. Maybe give the 
stuff to Human Events or some of Buchanan's friends and 
get them cranking on it. There is a lot of dirty work that 
could be done here and should be. Get a copy of the poll 
and figure out what you can do and let me know. 


H. R / HALDEMAN 


m 
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Exhibit No. 166 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


.. July 16, 1970 


SECRET 

MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. MAGRUDER 

FROM: L. HIGBY 


As I indicated to you the other day, we need to get some 
creative thinking going on an attack on Huntley for his 
statements in Life. One thought that comes to mind is 
getting all the people to sign, a petition calling for the 
immediate removal of Huntley right now. 

The point behind this whole thing is that we don’t care 
about Huntley - he is going to leave anyway. What we 
are trying to do here is to tear down the institution. 

Huntley will go out in a blaze of glory and we should 
attempt to pop his bubble. 

Most people won't see Life Magazine and for that reason ^ 

I am asking Buchanan to draft a statement for t he Vice — 
President to give. We should try to get this statement on 
television. Obviously there are many other things that we 
can do, such as getting independent station owners to write 
NBC saying that they should remove Huntley now; having 
broadcasting people look into this due to the fact that this 
is proof of biased journalism, etc. 

Let's put a full plan on this and get the thing moving. I'll 
contact Buchanan and forward copies of my correspondence 
with him to you so that you will know what the Vice President 
is doing. 
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Exhibit No. 167 

September 11, 1970 

MEMORANDUM FOR 1 .MR. MAGRUDER 


Please try to develop an ad that can be run hitting the 
radical liberal theme of the Vico President's speech 
with specific focus on Cambodia, 

Even the Lou Harris poll now shows that the public 
reaction is 2 to 1 favorable regarding Cambodia so- 
ws have a real asset if we figure out bow to use it. 

The thing to do is to make an asset for »e out of those 
who took & position against Cambodia. The ad should 
talk about the radical liberals and then probably list 
them by name - that is, those candidates that wefro 
trying to defeat this fall - pick up some of the quotas 
as the Vice President did in his speech, of tilings that 
they said at the time about the Cambodia operation and 
then make the point tdfahow wrong they were. 

You probably ought to get Buchanan to give you some 
guidance on how to put this thing together. It should bo 
a very tough ad and could be very effective If done right. 
Lst'o see a draft on it within a week or so. 


H.R. HALDEMAN 
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EXHIBIT No. 168 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



December 1, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


MR.. BUCHANAN 
MR. KEOGH 
MR. KEEIN 
MR. NOFZIGER . 

H.R. HALDEMAn// 

/V- 

Attached memo to you of 
November 25, 1970 


Instead of going ahead with the project of developing an 
in-House columnist whose work we would then use as 
the basis for general mailings, it has been suggested 
that we could do better by using Victor Lasky in this 
regard. 


Because Lasky is already an established, syndicated 
columnist and, because of his willingness to cooperate, 
we can accomplish the same objective by providing 
him with the kind of things that we want to use for distri 
bution - ask him to do columns on them, and then get 
reprints of his column to use as mailing pieces to the 
people we want to direct the information to. 

Will you please proceed on this basis, instead of on the 
basis of the original sriggestion. 


Attachment 
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Exhibit No. 169 
December 11, 1970 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM PC Re 

FROM: 

Based on thlo morning's meeting we have begun moving on the following: 

1. Ten telegrams have been drafted by Buchanan. They will bo- 
cent to TIME and NEWSWEEK today by 20 names around the 
country from our letter writing system. Copies are attached. 

2. Letters to Coborne and Sidey will be sent tomorrow. The 
letters, as drafted, follow the line of the samples delivered 

tOUC.'i.. . 

3. Letters. tottheieditdrs of the TIMES, POST, . STAR,' CHICAGO 
DAILY. NEWS, ST: LOUIS POST DISPATCH: are. being, prepared, 
and sent. 

4. Nofziger 13 having statements placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Once they appear, they will be printed and distri- 
buted together with favorable columns to editors, publishers, 
business leaders, and other opinion leaders. 

5. Nofziger has contacted Victor Lasky, who has agreed to run 

a column. Nofziger will also contact Lawrence, Kilpatrick 
and Paul Martin. - 

6. The NEW YORK TIMES Op Ed page statement is being drafted 

by Keogh. Nofbiger is also preparing a draft. Klein is probably 
the best signatory. A call is in to Salisbury concerning place- 
ment of the piece. j 

7. Iu reviewing the commentu of the editors and publishers contacted 
laot night, it i3 our view that most will run favorable editorials, 
end that it might be counter productive to exert White House 
pressure. 


MR. HALDEMAN 
JEB S. MAGRUDER 


ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIPENTIA L 
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8. An attempt io being made to got a resolution from Sigma 
Delta Xhl condemning the pre-preos conference meeting 
by 25 commentators to set ctralegy to embarrass the 
President. 


JSl.(sGS:ger 


JS M Chron 

JSM Kamo file /? 

JSM-Subj file ^ (/ /Icj-uotisxJ //U-J-t <Jr-ry? (/^■//"/ 70 )) 


bcc: Gordon Strachan -FYI 
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TH E WHITE HOUSE 
WA SHINGTON 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: , 

SUBJECT: 

Dwight Chapin called last night and asked me to work with you 
on "follow-up on the President's press conference." 

He described the procedures as fairly standard - telephone calls, 
individuals' assessment of his performance, etc. 

Is the plan any different, from the follow-up that Rob did 
following the Presidents October peace proposal speech? 


JEB MAGRUDER 
GORDON STRACHAN 

President's Press Conference 
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(Butwinan) 


To The Editor: 

The best proof yet of the allegations of Vice President 
Agnew about the nation's news media was their incredibly 
arrogant performance before the entire nation last Thursday 
night. Who in the hell elected those people to stand up and 
read off their insults to the President of the United States -- 
and then ask that he comment? 


21-296 0—74 16 
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(Buc'nanan) 

To The Editor: 

Where does the press come off demanding that the President 
have press conferences on call. The choice of methods and 
means for a President to communicate with the people who 
elected him is his own -- and he answers for it to the American 
people. You people have gotten too big for your britches. 
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(Buchanan) 


To The Editor: 

Last Thursday night, the President of the United States 
handled that pack of wolves gathered in the White House with 
a great deal more gentility and generosity than their conduct 
deserved. When will you people recognize that he was elected 
President -- and he is entitled to the respect of that office -- 
no matter what you people think about him. 
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(Khachigian) 

To The Editor: 

Joseph Pulitzer must be turning over in his. grave. He 
believed in an honest journalism. Instead, at the President's 
latest news conference, we got the spectacle of reporters 
falling over themselves in their attempts to put down the 
Pr e sident. 

Their silly, slanted questions were so obvious that it was 
laughable. Three cheers for President Nixon's mastery over 
the Warlocks of Washington. 

! 

///a 
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.. (Khachigian) 


To The Editor: 

With regard to the President's recent news conference, 
score it: President Nixon, 100 - Media, 0. 
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(Khacbigian) 

To The Editor: 

Anyone who saw the President's recent news conference 
must have bridled in disgust at the blatant attempts by 
reporters to embarrass the President. Instead, the President 
held back these wolves and showed them a thing or two. 

Every honest reporter ought to hang his head in shame 
at the grandstanding of his colleagues before the President 
of the United States. I used to wonder why anyone criticized 
the press. Now I know. 
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-—(Khachigian) 


To The Editor: 

Thank goodness this country has President Nixon. At 
least he has the guts to stand up before the media and give 
the news straight. 

At his December 10th press conference, President Nixon 
was faced with questions planted by a cabal of the liberal 
press. While the media tried their best to embarrass him 
with their inane histrionics, Mr. Nixon answered all questions 
with candor and:honesty. 

Why don't you fellows spend unore .time on .good questioriens 
and less time on wondering why the President doesn't have 
more press conferences. 


1 1 li 
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(Khachigian) 

To The Editor: 

Joe McGinnis ought to write another book: The Selling of 

The Press Corps. At the President's press conference of 
December 10th I couldn't believe my eyes and ears. There 
they were in all their pompous splendor editorializing on 
virtually every ques.tion they asked of the President. 

If the media want to take positions on public matters, they 
ought to run for public office and leave to honest reporters the 
asking of sincere questions. In view of the new role of the 
media, I am per sonally_.sending all members of the White 
House Press Corps jars of pancake makeup. They need it 
more than the President. 
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(Khachigian) 

To The Editor: 

W c are told by those of you in the media that Presidential 
press conferences are held to inform the public. Maybe I 
tuned in on the wrong show. 

The press conference I witnessed on December 10th looked 
like a programmed attack on the President. It is incredible 
that prime time has to be given over to glorify a bunch of 
prima donna reporters. It's the President's job to inform and 
the media's job to transmit. Let's keep it that way. 
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(Khachigian) 


To The Editor: 

We citizens depend on the media of this Nation to give us 
the news honest and straight. We also expect that they will 
at least show respect towards the President of the United 
States. 

Yet, at the President's last news conference, the press 
were out like hatchet men -- seeking neither to show respect 
nor to inform. The glamour boys of the media seem to think 
that someone elected them to high office. 

The President's spirited responses to bad questions have 


earned my deep respect. 
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(Khachigian) 

To The Editor: 

Heaven forfend that humility be the last refuge of the 
media! Why, it would be asking too much that they stick 
to informing the public instead of preening before the 
television cameras. 

However, I join the media in asking that the President hold 
more news conferences. 1 rather enjoyed seeing the press 
make jackasses out of themselves on December 10th. 
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(Khachigian) 


To The Editor: 

Recently, Vice-President Agnew deigned to propose that 
newsmen submit themselves to periodic questioning by 
government officials. The Press was outraged. How dare 
Old Spiro think that the press was partisan? 

From what I could tell at the President's last news con- 
ference, Larry O'Brien must have planted all the questions. 

Our free, non-partisan press must be suffering from double 
hernias from carrying around all of those loaded questions. 

Congratulations to President Nixon for showing the media 
that lie can stand up to them with honest and forthright answers. 
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December 11, 1970 


Dear Jack: 

Prooo irritation at the lack of press conferences seems to me under- 
Dtandablc. But there are come questions Involved hero that go bcyonjJ 
that. (1) The President has the right to choose his form of communica- 
tion with the American people -- just as he will answer for it. (2) 

Should tho national press be meeting privately or secretly to thence 

come to coerce tho President into having more press conferences by 

the vehicle of damaging his political interests via concerted television 
and newspaper attacks on him by the participants in the meetings. (3)' 
When doe3 the questioning of the President, the interrogation of the Pres 
Ident go beyond sharp, tough, incisive questioning and become occasion 
for fulmiaations and tho presentation of hostile viewpoints and hostile 
questions. (4) My own view is that the Old Man kept the animals at bay. 
with deftness and skill and some gentility, and that the press confer- 
ence was clearly a plus. But, in talking about the institution of the press 
conference, one wonders whether it ic legitimate to turn it into a bear 
Waiting cession; otre wonders whether it is wl3e for the national press 
corps to allow itself to become something of an anti-Nixon partisan 
cabal as It seemed to do last week before and in the course of the Pres- 
ident's press conference. Am enclosing copies of UN's press conferance 

and Ziegler's meeting with tho press for your reflection in Central 

Virginia. 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely, 


Patrick J. Buchanan 
Special Assistant 
to the President 

Mr. James J. Kilpatrick 
412 Princess Street 
Alexandria, Virginia* 
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Exhibit No. 170 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

March 24, 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 

SUBJECT: THE MUSKIE WATCH 


From the Evans-Novak Newsletter: 

. " M u s ki c: ' He has been deli b erately lying •low, 

which '.is 'smart politics feccot rh civ carried too far. 
Instead -of traveling to. Nigeria,*- '.he, might have .done 
bettdr- to g d to N few .York* oto. C ilifornia , irind T era s 
where HHII lias been making inroads with Establishment 
Democrats. Still, Muskic remains by Tar the strongest 
possible candidate against Nixon, according to the 
Quayle Poll trial beats: Muskic 48%; Nixon d E^o ; Wallace 
i0% compared to last month's Muskic 46%; Nixon 44% 
Wallace 10%. " 


Mr. Muskie seems to have recognized the political peril 
in his high visibility strategy of December and January -- and revised 
it. The highly publicized trips to California and Moscow -- with the 
press pack aboard -- have been discontinued. They did little to 
strengthen him, and exposed not a few. weaknesses in personality, 
in foreign policy. He seems to have arrived separately at the 
same conclusion; and his profile is now perceptibly lower than 
it was in the first months of the year. 

However, if Muskie doesnot come out into the open again, 
if lie stays in relative hibernation, it is difficult to see what it is 
that is going, t o diminish ii i s standing in the polls on whi.cli li e now 
depen ds. The country has a good impression of him; he presents 
to millions an attractive alternative; he is not the subject of the 
kind of attacks which would force a response. 

Should he maintain his present posture, more or less* for 
eight months, he will c-nlcr the primaries, relatively unscathed; 
and as Brothers Evans-Novak write: ' 
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"If Muskie docs win most of the primaries, he will be 
nominated with ease on the first ballot. 

Jf Muskie does not win, he will not even be a factor at 
the convention, " 


And if Mr. Muskie is not cut and bleeding before he goes 
into New Hampshire, he will very likely do massively well there, 
building up irrestible momentum for the nomination. This scenario 
is not in. our interest -- as Muskie today is a figure ideally situated 
to unite the warring factions of his party, and if they are united 
that is bad news for us. 

Our interests thus dictate smoking, hiim out now; and keeping 
him out in front as long as'ave; caniv.His ^performance to date when; 

Out front docs not argue well for his capacity to survive the kind 
of pressures and harassments that go with being front runner, 
pressures and harassments he is not getting today. 

One recalls that Nelson Rockefeller had phenomenal ratings 
in tlie Gallup ana Harris polls by the end of 1967 -- so long as he 
stayed in Albany. When he emerged, half the nation said, "Hey, 
it*s him again, 11 and his ineffectual active campaigning actually 
cost him votes from the time it began until Miami, when we 
finally surpassed him in the Gallup Poll. The same was true of 
Goldwater. As Mr. Conservative, unknown to the country, he was 
an enormous attraction; as Barry Goldwater, campaigning in 
New Hampshire, he was a disaster. Both lie and Rocky dropped ' 
in the polls from beginning to the end of the New Hampshire Primary. 

The more specific stands a political figure -takes -- on divisive 
issues -- the more people lie alienates. This is as true for Mr. 
Muskie as it is for us; and thus lie should be forced to take more 
stands on more controversial issues. The free ride for Big JETd 
Muskie must be terminated. 

It seems not in our interest to let him choose his topics, 
to wander the land talking about saving our environment which' 
everyone from Robert Welch to Abby Hoffman supports. It is in our 
interest -- and in the interest of the liberal Democratic challengers 
for the nomination -- to prevent Mr. Mur.kie's uninterrupted march 
to the nomination. 
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Tlit' Sears November argument was that v/e should leave 
Muskie alone -- attack and respond to other Democrats, like HUH, 
to elevate the:n. That doesn’t seem realistic now, as Muskie 
is already "elevated." He is already at the top, so far as Gallup 
and Harris and the Democratic party are concerned. 

There is a danger in going after Muskie, making him the 
martyr and spokesman of the Democratic Party, and thus insuring 
his nomination, and even enhancing his chances of election. But 
the risk should be taken. If we don’t do it now, we shall have to 
play hurry-up football inthe two months before election -- and 
people tend to disbelieve political charges made in that kind of 
partisan environment 

AVho should \vc' get to-pokc the sharp -stick into his -cave to 
bring, Muskie. howling forth ? More important; ; what .kind of stick 
is most effective: 

Frankly, Muskie cannot be effectively assaulted from the 
Right -- i. e. he is a Big Spender; he doesn't stand behind the 
President in time of conflict abroad. An attack on Muskie from 
his right, by a.Senator Dole or Vice President Agnew,. would only 
rally all Democrats, who arc all to the left c>f us, around him. 

The attack then should come between the center and the left 
of the Democratic Party. It should focus on those issues that divide 
Democrats, not those that unite Republicans. It should exacerbate 
and elevate those issues on which Democrats arc divided -- forcing 
Muskie to cither straddle, or come down on one side or the other. 

Many such issues come to mind. 

THE WAR. Less and less is this an issue dividing Democrats 
more and more is it a unifying issue as conservative Democrats 
begin to adopt a "let's get the hell out" stance. This would explain 
what it was inexpensive for Muskie and Humphrey to move dovcisb 
.politically in recent weeks on this issue. The price they arc paying 
for that move is not so great as it once was; and their need to 
mollify the peacenik Democrats is greater than it has ever been. 
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TOE SyCSKlE ]'£HSOKAUTY. There is fertile ground here. 
Muskie is short-tempered; lie regularly rebuffs reporters. who ask 
hostile questions; he has a reputation, which disturbs him, of being 
unable to make a decision, to take a stand. Political criticism of 
Ivluski e as a democratic ilamlct with his finger to the wind and his 
nose in a Callup Poll would be the kind of attacl; that would be 
credited by. the Democratic Left. It is their ('rosiest suspicion of 
Big Ed. Statements by Liberal Republicans such as "At least McGovern 
has the courage of his convictions, silly though they may be, but who 
the hell knows where Mr. Muskie stands and what he stands for 
other than Mrs. Muskie." 

THE RACE ISSUE. There arc possibilities provided here in ■ 
that thcT9o0s Liberal, 'Abe Ribicbff; has come up with a beautiful 
"forced integration" program u- .involving a Federal requirement that 
every .school iincthc entire metropolitan! area- have within the student 
body not' more: than twice and not less than half the minority i population 
in the entire metropolitan. That of course would necessitate massive 
bussing of whites into the cities and blacks into the Suburbs. We ought 
to look closely at the details of this legislation, and if it is as radical 
a piece of "social engineering" as it appears, then the way might 
be smoothed for its advance; it could be given considerable publicity; 
and we could denounce it as inconsistent with our principles of freedom 
of' movement -- and force Mr. Muskie to take the kind of stand that 
would cither alienate the suburbanites and ethnics who would bear the 
brunt of this -- or appear again as an appeaser of the Right in the 
eyes of the professional liberals. 

REVENUE SHARING., Muskie has stepped in it up to his ankles 
on this one. His vigorous opposition to UN's program met with silence 
and disagreement from the mayors and city officials to whom he spoke 
most of whom want it and most of whom are democratic. This ground 
should be cultivated. Public statements by Democrats, preferably 
liberal Democrats, calling on Muskie to change his view, and lead 
the Democratic Party in defense of the cities should be made. We 
can portray this as a "dog-in-the-manger" stance toward urban 
problems by a Senator, who is playing the reactionary toward a 
progressive proposal simply because he did not come up with it himself. 
Moderate and liberal Republicans should be able to find in this matter 
a political area where they arc comfortably supporting the Administration 
and opposing Muskie, and they should do so publicly. 


21-296 O — 74 17 
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ABORTION. This is, as we predicted months ago, a rising 
issue and a gut issue with Catholics. Ti me this week had a major 
piece on the rising clerical opposition, not only Catholic. Buckley 
has called on Catholic Bishops to lead a political offensive up to 
the point of civil disobedience. It is not unlikely that one of these 
abortion centers, such as D. C. , could be targeted with a bomb -- 
so fiercely do conservative Catholics feel on this matter. The 
President's stand against the Defense Department should be made 
public and strong, would be happy to write it. Let us take the far- 
lcft losses we would get on this -- and then send the ball into Mr. 
Muskie's Court. After all, he is a Catholic, and one recalls that 
in liberal, but Catholic, Massachusetts, Senator Edward Kennedy 
echoed! his' ultra-Liberal Republican opponent on every .major ; 
issuerbut dire » - , abortion. biic opposed abortion. .the; President - ::v r l r 
should publicly! take iusx.sta.nd -against abortion;' as offensive to liis' o 
own moral’ principles', 'while, has .President, ' not interfering with the. Ihu 
decision of State's; if we should publicly reverse DOD, then wc can 
force Muskic to make the choice between his tens of millions of 
Catholic supporters and his liberal friends at the New York Times 
and the Washington Post. 

PAROCHAID. Again, this is the big winner for Northeast 
Republicans, who support it, such as Rockefeller. For while GOPcrs 
may be neutral or opposed, it is not life or death to them -- while to 
Democrats, it is a divisive cut issue separating Conservative Catholic 
Irish and Italians from Do-Gooder, liberal, Jewish -Democrats who 
adamantly oppose it. The Supreme Court is moving to decide this 
issue as it is to decide the abortion issue -- and before those decisions 
come down, wc should be on the side of the angels. If the Court decides 
in favor of liberalized abortion and no Parochaid, then wc will have 
lost two of the gut issues that can make inroads into the Catholic 
Democrats of the Northeast and Midwest, and Mr. Muskie will have 
two political problems of some magnitude resolved for him by the 
Supreme Court. The President has, I understand, the preliminary 
report of the non-public school task force. Why not make it public 
with an RN endorsement -- let the Catholics know they have a friend 
in the White House, concerned about their problems. Some Southerners 
arc going to complain, but where will they stand in a showdown 
between the President and a liberal Democrat. Indeed, should- 
Muskie push too hard against parochaid -- to move between us and 
our Southern friends, he will pay an intolerable political price in 
loss of support in the Catholic Community. 
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A man is defined by the positions ho takes; and Mr. Muskic 
does well, because his iim gc is fuzzy; people on opposing sides of 
bitter questions do not know that he is cither opposed to one of 
them, or the other. On this matter, we must become the midwives 
of the people’s right to know --if the press does not do the job 
for us, which it is not doing today. , 

THE SST -- Every worker in Seattle, every union man in the 
aerospace industry, should be made aware of Mr. Muskie's position 
on this issue. He should be targeted as the prime liberal responsible 
for the cutbacks in defense and space which have cost their jobs. RE 
should be pictured as the one fighting to save their jobs from Democrat 
who would put an end to the space program. In the last campaign we 
took itlie heat for jobs lost because' of cutbacks -- cutback's which'.thd; 
complaining liberal Democrats voted and tliemselves would have 
increased. • 

■ THE'EN'VIRONklEKT. ." 'Mr. 'Kluskie lias recognized and moved 
to solve his political problems here - - well before we did. He is 
traveling the country, holding hearings on the impact of the environr.-..:: 
decisions on industry and jobs. He is effectively ooutralizing our 
best issue here -- the tactic, of telling communities and companies, 

"if Madman Muskie's environment bill goes through, this industry si'..: ; 
down and this burg becomes a ghost town." The old scare tactics, on 
military closings, were used against us to a fare*»thee-'vell last fall -- 
and we should have moved to use this against Muskie. We did not. 

He seems to be getting well on this -- but he remains vulnerable. 

A research team should go over what the Mur.kie original 
proposal would have required -- before any compromises -- and then 
have our party people in the affected areas say publicly that had the 
Muskie bill gone through, unemployment here would be ten percent. 
This environmental issue titillates the liberals, but the trade-offs 
in jobs and income and community recession have not been reckoned, 
and not made public. ’ 

That new Government- Ford Foundation projec.t *» thank God 
E nth oven has departed - would seem the ideal instrument, with 
the right man at the top, to cost out, in jobs and factories closed, 
the impact. of all of Ed Muskie's major environmental legislation. 

"Jf Ed Muskie's bill is passed," should become the customary 
prefix on predictions of economic doom. 
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THE FORD FOUNDATION. When Whitney Young passed 
away, one saw a picture of Fd Muskie in the surf with Young, and 
one learned that they were gathered in Nigeria on a Ford Foundation 
financed trip. Now, in my research on Ford, this is the third suen 
trip. Muskie was the only Democrat who made both junkets to 
Japan (some of our Republican friends went also on one) finanefcd 
by Ford. Certainly some troublesome questions could be raised 
about Muskic's connection with MeGeorge Bundy's giant institution -- 
and arc they behind his candidacy'. Investigation should be done on 
this score. This could go hand-in-globc with the Foundation speeches. 

THE MUSKIE ADVISERS. Certainly, Harriman and Clifford, 
two of those responsible for the present situation in Vietnam, have 
- little oihno appeal to the young .who oppospctliewvar^xr.T'hcy.i ar c old 
war hors bs, who were deeply involved •iitTdll. the- failures .of. Vietnam. 
The failures would return -to power, with .Muskie and Harriman, 

"who sold Poland 'down’theiRivciiy'.'ds, appar ently'. Muskie 1 s’ leading 
candidate for Secretary of State. How would that read on the front 
page of the Chicago Polish-Amcrican ? 


These are a few of the areas that could be explored. These 
are some of the issues that can be developed - -to the immense 
discomfort of Mr. Muskie. This has been a hayridc for him thus 
far; we cannot rely upon the press to do this work for us. We are 
going to have to poke Big Ed with some sharp sticks to see how he 
performs. • And from what I have seen, it is not all that remarkable 
or impressive. He is riding two things right now -- his Vice 
Presidential candidacy' in 19oS where an indulgent press slobbered 
all over him as the great alternative to Spiro T. Agnew -- and his 
televised show the night before the election, which was a good 
performance, but hardly atrial-by-fire. 

We ought to go down tothe kennels and turn all the dogs loose 
on Ecology' Ed. The President is the only one who should stand 
clear, while everybody else gets chewed up. The rest of us arc 
expendable commodities: but if the President goes, \vc all go, and 
may’ be the country' with us. 'My view. 

Anyhow, the attacks should nol_ be name- calling -- they' 
should be thought out. They' should have a specific- purpose; they 
should be designed to injure Mr. Muskie with a specific group 
where lie now lias support. They should be framed to force him to 
howl a bit. 
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Again, the fellow in his bungled trip to the Soviet Union, in 
his short temper ;md tcstinecs, in his botching of revenue sharing -- 
to me does not seem to have it. The individual who called him 
the "Romney of !thc Seventies 1 -’ may not be too far off the mark. 

We will not be, in this enterprise, without allies among 
the Silent Majority in the Democratic Party in the Senate. Some of 
them see us as vulnerable; they sec the future as the "Democratic 
Years," 1 cannot believe they view with any enthusiasm eight years 
of President Ed Muskie telling them what is good ’lor America. No, 

1 think some of these fellows would not be disappointed to see Big 
Ed unhorsed and lying in a ditch by the. side of the road. They, will 
shedrfbc sime crocodile teaTS-as that splendid jliBde band who put 
it to 3iis- Whipsbip, Ted Kennedy', ih thc is.ccret ballot. 

My r’epommcndation, ..then, ’isifois creation' of THE 'MUSKIE 
WATC1-I, an operation working perhaps within the Republican National 
Committee, which may even be a publicized operation, doing constant 
research on Ed, and putting the materials out to the interest groups',, 
and to the press. The operation should he tied in with Mori: Allin's 
Shop; he can provide a steady stream of all commentary' on Muskie. 

It should be tied in with Colson’s shop which can provide the names 
of the proper contacts in each community. The group should focus 
for now exclusively in Muskie and not get bogged down on a dozen 
other little projects. It seems an interesting idea; one that, if. 

RN approves, the general approach, should be tied in with Senator 
Dole, and moved on rapidly'. 


PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 
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Exhibit No. 171 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 19, 1971 

MEMORANDUM l'OR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 

SUBJECT: The Resurrection of Hubert Humph 

One emerges from a perusal of our "Humphrey file" with a 

grudging regard for Old Hubert. Since November, with but a 
few notable exceptions, the cx-Vecp has conducted himself 
remarkably well. He receives an excellent press. He has 
maximized his assets, and minimized his deficiencies. The 
result is that today, unlike six months ago, the man is a serious 
contender for the Democratic nomination. 


Gallup has charted the comeback. The following represents 
the shift from November to March in Democratic voter sentiment, 
about their preference of nominees. 



1970 NOVEMBER 

1971 MARCH 

MUSKIE 

33 

. 26 

KENNEDY 

31 

25 

HHH 

16 

21 


Thus, in four months, Humphrey gained a net of 12 points 
on Muskie, and 11 points on Edward M. Kennedy -- a not insignificant 
advance. One reason is surely that, in this period, it is difficult 
to find any bad press on Hubert Humphrey. The stories -- many 
of them on women's pages -- are invariably^ straight or favorable. 

Following are some reasons for the Humphrey resurgence, 
which underscore elements of his present strategy, a strategy that 
appears to be working as well today as that of any man in political 
life, . 
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Agricult ur c 

First, Humphrey has moved rapidly to fill an issue vacuum -- 
in the farm regions. He had himself named to the Agriculture Committee; 
has perceived our weakness in this area; has made himself unofficial 
Democratic champion of rural and farm America -- without ignoring 
the "cities" issue he shares with the Eastern-oriented candidates. 

Press people tell me HHH promised to stump rural America 
declaiming that, first, "Mr. Nixon took away your prosperity and now 
he's trying to take your Department away from you." "I think that'll 
sell right well oxit there in farm country." So, HI-IH has been 
quoted. Here Humphrey can pick up support in an area others ignore, 
and is well-positioned to corral rural delegates to the Democratic 
convention. 

• The Muskie Decline 

Secondly, on analysis, Humphrey's new support is coming 
directly out of Muskie' s hide. 

Here is what seems to have happened in four months. McGovern's 
mid accusations, his far-out positions, rove thrilled the Far Left of 
the Democratic Party, causing McGovern to rise from the infinitesimal 
two percent to the insignificant five percent. Mc Govern seems pre- 
vented from r i sine into the teens or twenties, at this ’point, because 
he is annealing to voters who already have a popular, first-line , 
left-wing candidate in Edward Kennedy, a candidate who gives them 
near all the positions McGovern does -- at the same time Kennedy 
offers the realistic hope of winning, with those positions -- and 
returning Camelot as well. 

But McGovern's candidacy may be having a secondary effect -~ 
on the fortunes of Mr. Muskie. 

To hold his b ridge position in the Democratic Party, Muskie 
must equivocate on divisive issues; he cannot adopt the Far Left 
-positions, and remain viable nationally. McGovern, having no such 
problem, assumes all these stances and so contrasts himself, as 
decisive and moral and unequivocal, with Muskie who comes off 
indecisive and equivocal. Thus, Muskie fails to "turn people on," 
and in his glaring publicity as front-runner, this is enncrvaling 
to this candidacy. And as he goes down in the polls, his supporters, 
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generally centrist Democrats, looking for a winner, drift off to the 
next best thing -- Hubert Humphrey. 

Muskie still has broad support amo n g Democrats and 
Independe nt s; and he cannot be removed as a factor. Rut a c o llapsing 
Mu s kie campaign. it seems 1 o inn, would lead to an almost incvltab 1 e 
Kcnn c dy-Hmrmhrcv, -left-ccnt er confrontation for the nomination - - 
an altogether satisfactory development. 

The Humphrey Positions 

Humphrey's attacks on the Administration have been of a 
scatter-gun nature; he is a single issue man as Kennedy is the 
health man, and Muskie, the environmentalist. He criticizes the 
Administration on a much broader f’.ont -- in essence appealing, 
with his old politics, to the constituency of the New Deal. 

1. As mentioned, he has moved early and hard to become 
the Democratic champion of the American farmer -- a good move, 
considering there are 37 oilier candidates contending for champion 
of the cities, and HH1I is among them. 

2. He is hack on the arms control, missile freeze, "risks 
for peace" nonsense. While, one imagines this would help a bit 
with the left and the intellectual community, to most people the 
issue is too complicated to comprehend. 

3. He is making prodigious efforts to get well on the Vietnam 
issue. Having decided there is no more to be gained by a "peace 
with honor" position, he has all but confessed his sins from the 
Johnson years, and daily attempts to extricate himself from that 
record. 

4. He is taking a strong pro-Israeli stand, a stand duplicated 
of course by most Democrats -- all of them looking to Jewish money 
and backing at the convention and, hopefully, in the election. 

5. He repeatedly attacks the While House for "public relations 
gimmickry" and "intimidation of the news media," even though HITH’s 
past quotes show him massively vulnerable on the latter. (Have 
some thoughts on the former problem, forthcoming later. ) 
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6. lie is coining down very hard -- perhaps hardest of all — - 
on Ihc bread ami butter issu es -- the problems in the economy, the 
unemployed, poor people out of work, etc. This is, again, the old 
politics, which Mr. Humphrey continues to mix effectively with 
the new. | 

The Humphrey Assets 

Within the Democratic Party, these are not inconsiderable. 

He is solid with the blacks, more than acceptable to Big Labor, a 
friend of the farm bloc; he has party strength in the South, and 
Texas (especially) and California; he remains a "centrist" Democrat; 
unlike Muskie, he pays his respects to party regulars. Old Democrats 
from New Deal days have nothing against him. In every publicity 
encounter with fellow Democrats, he steals the show as he did 
at the big pie-eating contest on the Hill and the A.S.N.E. session 
last week. He is ebullient and likeable -- very strong with 
Democratic women. He is a politician of the old hand-shaking, 
baby -kissing school; not a total disadvantage with many simple 
people. He came within an eyelash of winning, tlio last time out. 

The Humphrey Liabilities 

These are very serious. He is a loser, an Old Face whose 
resurrection has "produced boredom and horror among Democrats, 
except for some of HHH's big money friends. " (Evans and Novak) 

He is tied up inextricably with LBJ and Vietnam; he remains 
anathema to the intellectuals and far left of his party, despite 
his best efforts to heal the wounds. He generates no great 
excitement of enthusiasm. His nomination would alienate all the 
"idealistic" McCarthy kids who would have waited four years -- 
and gotten Old Hubert again. His nomination could even produce 
a fourth party. While he has traveled all over the nation speaking 
to youth, it is safe to say his nomination would produce ennui among 
the activist liberal peace groups and disinterest in an RN-HHH election 

By way of a balance sheet then, it seems Humphrey would 
have a 'number of the traditional strengths and supports that go 
automatically to national Democrats -- but no more. And lie would 
carry into a general election serious deficiencies — which seem 
to make him a thoroughly acceptable candidate from our point of view . 

V • " 

/ 
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The Humphrey Strategy 


In December, Humphrey volunteered that Democrats should 
look ovci* the Held in 1971, .and by the end of this year, settle upon 
a candidate, rally about him -- and avoid the divisive primaries. 

This has been, I believe, his sole significant political error since 
election, Liberal Democrats pounced upon the scheme as wholly 
out of spirit with the new wide-open convention concept they have 
been promoting. 

But, when Humphrey advanced that proposal in December, 
it would appear that he did not, then, seriously consider himself 
a potential candidate. For who would have predicted t hen -- including 
Mr. Humphrey -- that HUH could possibly be the national favorite 
by this next December, 

Since then, however, Humphrey’s fortunes have risen; he is 
clearly a potential candidate; and sees himself as such. 

His strategy seems relatively clear: move about the country, 
attacking the Nixon Administration on a broad variety of issue; 
seize all the publicity possible; do the party chores; attack no fellow 
Democrats; stress one's availability -- and wait for events to develop. 

Humphrey must, it seems to me, avoid the early primaries. 
And his derogatory remarks about primaries themselves indicate 
that he intends just this. Let the other contenders fight it out 
with one another, the more the merrier, to an indecisive conclusion 
in the early primaries -- and then emerge with broad party 
acceptance, as the strongest centrist unifying man around, the 
fellow who came within 500, 000 votes, and can now go over the top. 

The strategy is working. Humphrey has risen at Muskie' s 
expense; he is now within range of both K'ennedy and Muskie — 
although of the three he continues to run weakest against the President 

Because Muskie is the front-runner, it is Muskie who is up in 
New Hampshire, being covered by reporters, as he apologizes for 
his role in Vietnam, and attempts to exonerate himself before the 
college young. Mr. Humphrey is getting no such intensive, critical 
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coverage from the press. He would bo well advised to stay away 
from the student Q and A session -- and stick to speeches attacking 
one shortcoming, speeches which net good coverage and little or 
no contradiction in the media. Further, so as not to alienate an y 
segment of hi s party -- he should co n sciously avoid any criticism 
of other party ho i iefuls, an ti ci patim; i n the end that thev will thus 
find him an acceptable, if not an exciting alternative. Only i f , 
well down the road, Muskie is running strong out front and 
needs some chopping, would Humphrey have any cause to start 
laying down policy differences with the front-runner. Right 
now, he should hang back a bit and let the front-runner Muskie 
weary himself, setting the pace. 

Counter -Strategy 

As noted in the "Humphrey Liabilities," his nomination would 
engender great anguish on the left at a Democratic convention, and 
might trigger a fourth party -- thus, his nomination is not some- 
thing we should, at this point, look upon with great apprehension. 
Further, a continued 1-lHH rise in Democratic polls would be 
helpful -- as it would likely come at Muskie 1 s expense, and force 
Muskie to re-acecleratc his timetable, and make the kind of 
precipitous decisions he is making now — viz, the near 
unqualified endorsement of the upcoming demonstration. 

However, at the same time we want to see Humphrey rise 
'with Democrats, we should be associating him with minority 
• positions that alienate Independent and Conservative Democrats 
and cannot stand the test of a general election. 

The following come to mind: 

Catholics . Humphrey, does not have the affinity with this 
primary Democratic bloc that a Muskie or Kennedy might -- the 
latter being co-religionists. We would thus start with only a 
minimal handicap with Catholics. Therefore, again, I would argue 
the President associate himself, publicly, with the report he 
already has -- from his sub-committee on non-public education, 
headed by Dr. Walton. We have . done the abortion thing. But, 
just today, the Archbishop of Detroit announced the closing of 
56 Catholic schools, dropping 23, 000 Catholic students into the 
Michigan public school system. If the President forces this 
issue with the Democrats, again, it is an issue which divides them 
down the middle, and only docs us minimal damage in my opinion. 
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(In a story I saw in the Washington Daily News a fortnight ago, 
we were being criticized by Catholic leaders for not making 
Walton's report public. ) 

The President might well use the closing of these Michigan 
schools as a; peg on which to hinge a brief statement deploring 
the trend and calling for the one-day conference in D. C. Walton 
ct. al« have recommended. 

Farm Area. Humphrey has the kind of support here, I am 
confident, that we enjoyed back in 1968 -« much of it related to a 
faith in the fellow as one of their own , probably more of it 
related to an anti-ins feeling among those rural Americans who have 
not been doing so well as in the past. In any event, these are states 
on which we depend for oxir base of support before even considering 
the big swing states. If we arc hurting in Middle America, we are 
hurling everywhere. Humphrey obviously feels lie has seized a 
good issue here, both for support at the convention and support 
in the general, should he win the nomination. This should be a - 
top priority concern of the Administration -- yet as Wild Bill 
Schcrle told me, there is really no one in the White House 
whom farmers and rural America types might conceivably look 
to as one of their own. 

Hard Hats, RN's steps on construction wages, taken for 
the national interest, were nevertheless politically damaging, 
according to Scammon who spoke to a conservative group last 
week. If the demonstrations turn obnoxious this- coming weekend 
and beyond -- perhaps we will get back some of these patriotic 
types. But Buchanan's view is that a meeting between the President 
and union men connected with aerospace and defense might be 
highly useful. RN could argue: 

"(a) we have got to end this war honorably and 

(b) in the present world environment, we cannot let the 
defense budget go down the tubes. I am doing these 
things for America. I know you gentlemen Teel you 
can't support me politically, or can't support me on 
economics in general, but, by God, I am asking for 
your suppori on these issues. You have tremendous 
pull with the Democratic Senators, like Muskic and 
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Humphrey and Kennedy and Jackson. Can you exercise 
public and private leverage so that they will not cut 
back on this defense budget, and space budget (which 
incidentally means jobs to union men) and on our • 
commitment to an honorable peace in Vietnam." 

A risky venture perhaps. 

But it seems there is a natural division between the bell- 
bottomed ecologists who want to return to nature -- and the hard 
hats whose prosperity depends upon, if you will, the military- 
industrial complex. Further, if and when the President takes up 
the defense of his defense budget, he might well argue that it is 
wrong to indict hundreds of thousands of American workers as a. 
member of some monolithic "military-industrial complex. " 

"These men are building the weapons and machines that 
keep America strong and free. " 

This is an argument that the President might also press 
upon labor leaders. 

"Gentlemen, one of the problems in this society' is 
that the men who design and the men who construct the 
weapons that defend this country' are being portrayed 
as some sort of pawns in a great military-industrial 
complex -- and this is wrong and not good for America. 

If we arc going to have a strong nation, we are. going 
to lave to have respect for those Americans who keep 
it strong. " 

Against us, in 196S and 1970, the Democrats were saying: 

"If y'ou elect Nixon, you lose your social security; you lose your 
medicare. " Our GOP organizations around the country in the 
coming campaign ought to be out at McDonnell-Douglas, at Lockheed, 
at Boeing, with such posters at the plant gate as "If Muskie 
wins, y'ou lose." "If Humphrey' wins, the Defense Budget is lost -- 
start looking for another job election day." In the areas where - 
there is high unemployment, at the Boeing Plant in Seattle, GOP 
workers should be passing out "Wanted" posters with portraits 
of Muskie, Kennedy and IIHH, the inscription underneath "Wanted 
for questioning in connection with the death of the SST. " 



4162 


(Note: Riesci says, in RN's news summary, that labor was angered 
by HKH note on SSX. ) 

Aerospace and defense unemployment ought to be hung around 
the necks of those who would increase it. 

The Muskie Decline 

There is an argument that Muskie is proving himself so 
ineffectual that we might actually want him as candidate, and thus 
ought not to muss him up so badly that he loses the nomination. 

I can't accept this argument. One recalls that Governor Romney 
by this point in time was well behind RK among both Republicans 
and Independents -- but he stayed up for fifteen rounds of unexampled 
punishment. And, though others disagree, I believe that, outside 
the \VH, we should keep the heat on Big Ed. If, then, he docs get 
the nomination, he will be scarred — as to be politically ineffective. 

If he falls back further, he will yet fight more furiously for it; and 
the primaries will be no cake walk for anyone and the more brutal 
the fight within the opposition party, the greater our advantage. 

The War 

Humphrey is struggling heroically to get well on this issue, 
to make himself, now, an acceptable alternative, to the party's left. 
The Prodigal Son, however is not welcome back home --if the 
New Republic and I. F. Stone are to bo believed. A little Machiavelli 
■ here might be of use. If the President, who is not revered on the 
Left, were to publicly express thanks to HHH for the quiet support 
he has given on Vietnam -- HHH is likely to be astonished and stunned, 
and his left-wing courtship broken off on the spot. Perhaps Dole 
or the Vice President even might compliment HHH on the "strong 
support" he has consistently provided for the war in Vietnam. 

Integration 

True to form. Senator Ribicoff is now maneuvering his 
compulsory integration plan toward the floor -- demanding one and 
all take a stand on it. IVe ought to credit Ribicoff 1 s courage in facing 
this issue — but come down hard against him -- and force Muskie, 
and I-Iumphrcv and Kennedy to take a stand on this issue, a forthright 
stand. Almost certainly they will have to waffle on this one. Again. 
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the issues t h at divide Democrats must be'broughUto the public attention , 
if we are going to prevent the uniting of their party . 

Polls 

If we could possibly get a poll showing Humphrey taking 
the lead among Democrats, the “horror" about his re- emergence 
which E & N detected, would rise immediately to the surface, 
the press would focus on him, and the Democratic Left would 
start chopping him up, again, advantageous for us in the long run. 

LBJ k Riot s 

Humphrey made a remark about LBJ, ”1 had a President 
who was absolutely paranoid about the war, 11 which we should 
remind him and the country of. Further, Humphrey’s statements 
about possible riots this summer, if some little Federal bureau 
was shut down, can be used again and twinned with his famous, 
fl I!d lead a 2111 ghty good riot” remark. We can depict him as 
the “Bull Agitator” of the U. S. Senate. 

These issues can be aired this weekend in MONDAY, in 
the sequel to The Muskic Watch. Right now, from our vantage 
point, it seems to jne that ’’Humphrey’s the One. ” 

•PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS.H INGTON 

May 4, 1971 ■ 

CONFIDENTIAL 
EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM : 

As you know, Buchanan has established a Muskie "watch 

Please talk to Marik about establishing a similar 
structure for Humphrey and Kennedy. 

I assume that the other Democratic contenders are 
being watched by your Democratic Contenders Group. 

Could you let me know on Friday, May 7, the status 
of this project. 


JEB MAGRUDgJR 
GORDON STRACHAN 




Due Date 
May 7, 1971 
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Exhibit No. 173 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 9, 1971 


THE PRESIDENT 
PATRICK J. BUCHANAN ■ 

EM1< - POLITICAL MEMORANDUM 

A careful analysis of news clippings of recent weeks, coupled 
with reports of recent days, removes, I think, vcstigal doubts 
that EMK is running actively for the Presidency. 

Items : 

Last night on the Elizabeth Drew show, Kennedy pointedly 
refused to issue any Sherman statements* In April, for the first 
time, he stated "1 am keeping my mind open" about the nomination. 

ABC finds that he has written to former top aides indicating he is 
assessing the situation. Humphrey thinks he is a potential active 
candidate, as does Muskic. Daley, according to HHH, is "strong 
for Teddy." Riesel claims nearly all the top AFL*CIO types, 
excepting hie any, are holding back, waiting for Teddy; the same 
is true of many political pros around the country, according to 
Jerry Greene. Andrew Tully said a month or more ago that 
anyone who doesn't think Teddy is running "suffers from rocks 
in the head," and Andy Bicmiller of AFL-CIO indicates that if a 
fellow docs not think Kennedy is running, he is "nuts". 

Buchanan's View: Kennedy is keeping his options open -- 
against the possibility that RN may be so strong by summer '72 
that the nomination will not be worth anything. In which event, 
he can stay out. However, a t this point, he and his people have 
obviously concluded RN car, be beaten -- and they are not about 
to sit this one out -- risking spending eight years outside the 
inner circle of power of a President Humphrey or a President Muskic. 

If Kennedy believes the Democrats can win -- as he quite apparently 
does now -- he will go after the nomination. If he thinks the Democrats 
by spring of 1972 are sure losers, he can yet stand off. 

CONFIDENTIAL 


confidential 

i 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 
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Hard Evidence: 

Mankicwicz, Salinger, Goodwin andAValinsky h.ive all 
hooked up (CSM) with sure-loser George McGovern. These are 
not idealistic school boys willing to spend a year of their lives 
on an ideological lark. They are interested in power -- there 
is no power to be had by going the route with George McGovern. 

It appears they have been given the go-sign by Kennedy 
to join McGovern, that the purpose is to serve (a) as a "holding 
operation" for the Kennedy staff, (b) to make top Kennedy 
personnel familiar with all the levers of state Democratic power 
when Kennedy makes his move and (c) to elevate McGovern in the 
polls and start cutting Humphrey and Muskie down to size where 
they can't be nominated. 

McGovern is now moving in line with this strategy, with 
his overt violation of O'Brien's 11th Commandment and attack 
on I-IHH and Muskie for opposition to the Mansfield Amendment. 
Last night, Kennedy himself had the needle out for some of the 
"older" voices locked in the thinking of the past -- and lie 
mentioned, specifically, the opposition to Mansfield Amendment 
as his basis -- refusing, however, to name names. 

Also, in line with the strengthening of the weak sister, 
McGovern, is the emergence of candidates Jackson and Mills 
both of whom will corral conservative Democrat delegates who 
might otherwise be in the Muskie or Humphrey Camp. 

Kennedy Strategy : 

Avoid the early primaries in which the left-handers 
McGovern, Bayh, Hughes, etc. will all be knocked out of the 
box in the early innings -- freeing up their "Kenncdyiies" for the 
switch to Teddy. Maneuver to guarantee that neither Muskie nor 
Humphrey moves into the convention with the nomination locked 
up. Hold open the option of going into the California Primary 
itself -- if that is necessary to halt the momentum of a Muskie 
or Humphrey. Nearing convention time -- have the left candidates 
one-by-one, throw their support to Teddy and Teddy emerge as 

r ° nf idential 
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the single champion of that wing of the party -- with good labor 
baching, with good machine backing, and with young, poor, 
black unanimous behind his candidacy. 

Muskie versus Ken ne dy: 

Since No vem ber Muskie has lost almost 40 p erc ent o f 
his first-choice support among Democrats, dropping from 33-2 1 . 

Between March and May, Muskie' s 1 point lead among 
Democrats over Kennedy (26-25) disappcai’cd into an eight point 
deficit (29-21). 

Among Independents -- Muskie 1 s l ong scut -- his March 
lead over Kennedy of 18 points (31-13) was sliced all the way to 
four points (19-15) . 

Muskie still has tremendous support among Democratic 
Party leaders -- Kennedy, from the polls, next to nothing -- but 
Kennedy support among the rank-and-file Democrats, his ability 
to attract publicity and generate excitement and the support of the 
ideologically committed give him more than enough to balance off 
his weakness with the pros. 

Impossible for me to believe the Kennedyites, who believe 
RN is vulnerable, are going to sit by and watch a Muskie or Humphrey 
take the prize in August -- and perhaps the Presidency, thus putting 
off the "Restoration" for four years, possibly eight, possibly forever. 

The Kennedy Assets : 

These are well known. Charm, "commitment", affinity 
with the young, polish, Kennedy looks, mystique, the Myth, charisma 
along the campaign trail; he generates enormous excitement -- as is 
attested by GO Per s traveling with him. 

Deficiencies : • . 

1. Even his best friends never accused Kennedy of being 
an intellectual. On the Drew show,, he tended to x-etreat into the New 
Left cliches, "we can build a better America," material, which 


CONFIDENTIAL 


4170 


CONFIDENTIA L 


reflects a lack of depth. Further, he lends to react somewhat 
hotly to attack, (PJB suggestion is that it might he well to have 
hang one or two on hitn -- from the Vico President or Dole -- 
taking some particular excessive statement, and really putting 
it to him, to ascertain how he handies himself. This would 
perhaps best be done by a moderate-liberal Senator who would 
unleash a stinging attack on him -- away from the Senate floor -- 
before television, about two-minutes of good work -- then we could 
see how lie reacts. ) 

2. His far-left foreign policy positions, which v/in him 
the plaudits of the New Left journalists and fellow travelers in the 
media -- should be portrayed as shocking, alarming, frightening, 
dangerous to the peace. Inviting war in Europe, "immature" and 
irresponsible. Not, .of course, from here -- but in backgrounders 
with press, he should be portrayed as too reckless, too immature, 
too irresponsible, at his age, to be President of the United States. 
This fits hand in globe with the impression he has left upon much 
of the country and the center of the Democratic Party in the wake 
of Chappaquiddick. 

It is the quiet constant repetition of private and public 
comments like, "Sure, Muskie is strong but this 'indecisive' thing 
is killing him" that is itself injuring Jduskie's chances. He has 
been unable to shake the "indecisive" charge with which we have -- 
with his help -- tagged him. 

3. His far left social policy positions should be broadcast 
and re-broadcast. He has the Left and the Radical Kids. We don't 
and won't get a one.' The effort should be to identify him with them, 
to associate him with them, to tie him to them. 

No matter that EMK is adored by the Party's Left, we have 
a serious problem only if he gets well with the Party's Center. The 
more he acts like Brother Bobby the better off wc arc; the less he 
acts like brother John, the better off we are. 

4* Socially, Kennedy is out of touch with the political mood. 
The Jet Sot, Swinger, See-Through Blouse cum Hot Pants crowd, 
the Chappaquiddick Hoe -down and Paris high jinks -- the more 
publicity they all get, the better. (The pictures of the Kennedy 
sisters, in mod attire, at the Kennedy Center, did them no good. ) 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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Chn pp-'-Cj u i dd i c k: 

Tliis, of course, will be kept in the public mind by the 
press -- speculating on whether it is helping or hurting EMK . 

1\ r e ought to stay miles away from it -- indicating even in private, 

"it's hard to say the effect; we don't know." 

Racial Issue : 

Kennedy's support of the social-engineering Ribic.off Plan 
should be emphasized -- and a check made to determine how many 
of his own children go to integrated schools -- and then this 
fact, if relevant, placed in Mond ay, or some publication to got 
attention. Monday could investigate this --if Kennedy is guilty 
of hypocrisy on the question -- this made known. 

The Democ ra tic Rig ht: 

EMK openly endorsed the left-wing Mayoral candidate 
who lost to Rizzo in the primary by a whopping margin. The 
, President might well congratulate Rizzo --if and when he wins the 
Mayoralily -- and try to wean some of these tough-line conservative 
Mayor types to a position of neutrality in a Kcnnedy-RN contest. 

They have no reason to love EMK -- and it would appear to . 
me that this effort would be at least as worthwhile as the effort 
to woo labor chieftains equally locked into the Democratic Party. 

JFK: 

Since EMK will be trafficking on the JFK myth, it 
would he well to document JFK's tough line on Defense, foreign 
policy, Vietnam, Europe, etc. over against EMK's positions — 
to provide conservative Democrats with some rationale for abandoning 
the little brother of their hero. 


Some of the above are tactical gestures, rather than strategic 
planning. But the main objective, again, is to keep Kennedy 
out on the Far Left of his Party -- to prevent his major inroads 
into the center -- so that if lie is the nominee against the President -- 
wc have a clear shot at all those conservative Democrats, who make 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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up an integral pa rt of the N5?:on Major ity . II he is nominated, it 
shoul d be hr the Le ;' t V. : in g of his Party s o that LD.T , t he South, 
a ml the Conservative Democrats will fe e l they have be en run 
over top of by the unrepresentative radicals and the elite. 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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Exhibit No. 174 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

V/A SHINGTON 

CON FIDE NTIAL June 22, 1971 



MEMORANDUM FOR: ED DEBOLT 

BOB FINCH 
BRYCE HARLOW 
DICK MOORE 
LYN NOFZ1GER 
RAY PRICE 
BILL TIMMONS 
RON WALKER 


FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 


For Thursday's meeting, can you give some thought to the 
following questions which we will want to knock about: 

1. Who is the likely Democratic nominee at this time, and 
how should the leading contenders be dealt- with by our side 
between now and the first of 1972 7 

2. What is the likely opposition within the Republican Party 
to the renomination of the President? And how should the 
McCloskey movement be handled from the Administration, 
and Republican standpoints. 

3. What is the best strategy we can employ to defend against 
the attacks of potential Democratic nominees, and how active 
and intense a strategy should we pursue in going after our 
Democratic adversaries, 

4. Thoughts on tactics to be used to highlight the weaknesses 
in the other party, and the other candidates, between now and 
this coming November. 


5. Related issues. 
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Exhibit No. 175 

CITIZENS FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 
t WASHINGTON 

SUITE 273 -July 2* 1971. 

I TO* PENNSYLVANIA AVCNUC. N.W. 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20000 
12021 323.0920 

MEMORANDUM FOR: ' THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

FROM: JEB S. MAGRUDER 

SUBJECT: . Democratic £ Republican Contenders 


'Attached is a report on the current status of our tracking 
of the Democratic and Republican contenders. .You will note 
that the planning committee, under Pat Buchanan, feels that 
adequate work is being done in collecting the data. The 
emphasis must be on using the information effectively, part- 
icularly in this pre-campaign period. Since this does not 
require a major change in resources or personnel assignments, 
we will proceed along those lines unless you disagree with 
• the conclusions reached in the memorandum. 
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GENERAL ANALYSIS 

Our prevailing judgment at this time is that if Edward M. 
Kennedy wants the Democratic Nomination in 1972, he can win it; 
that he will make his final decision around the turn of the year; 
that the crucial factor in that .decision will be his'judgment as to 
whether or not the President can be defeated. If he feels the 
President is a loser, he will run. If the President appears strong, 
he Will hang back for 1976 -- and possibly act in a fashion as to 
assist the President's chance for re-election. 

If Kennedy hangs back, the group is divided as to whether 
Muskie or Humphrey would prevail at the convention. Humphrey 
seen as seriously damaged by the McNamara Papers. 

Group divided further over who would be the most difficult 
candidate for RN. Some feel Kennedy would be an ideal opponent -- 
others feel Kennedy, because of charisma, myth, enthusiasm, would 
be the most difficult. No one mentioned Humphrey as the stronges t . 
of the three. One felt that Muskie did not have it upstairs'to 

successfully traverse a Presidential campaign. Thus we should favor 

i 

his nomination. 

Group believed that it was still too early to make flat predictions 
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CANDIDATES 

KENNEDY -- Great strength among young, poor, black. The 
only Democrat who can generate great enthusiasm . Good support 
in labor movement, among lower-income Catholics, Charisma, the 
Repository o£ the Kennedy Myth, Good Campaigner. Strongest appeal 
to 18-21 year-old vote. Look's to bosses in the Northern Cities like 
a winner. Strongest among rank-and-file Democrats by Gallup Poll. . 
Not likely to drop in coming months. Kis political operation is 
among the best. He can generate more and better publicity than any 
of the others. 

Weaknesses: Chappaquiddick. Impression of immaturity and 
irresponsibility to many. Too far left; too associated with hippies 
and radicals. Not considered a heavy-weight either by party pros or 
fellow Senators. Anathema to the South. Too much of a left-winger; 
too jet set for Middle America. Would generate asmuch vehendent 
opposition on Right as support on the Left. 

MUSKIE -- Could unite Democrats. Strongest in polls of 
party leaders, and among Independents. Has non-partisan, non- 
political image. Strong on environment and "new priorities." 

Ideal compromise candidate, and current front-runner. Has general 
appearance of solid, responsible, able Senator who arouses no great 
emotion, but no great animosity. Odds-on-favorite in the early primar 
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Weaknesses: Indecisive, fumbling has cost him clean shot 
at unopposed nomination. Excessive appeasement of the radical 
left has alienated center-conservative Democratic support. Painted 
as intellectually and politically timid by both Democrats and GOP. 
Not.very astute politically in handling of issues. Growing impression 
he is not presidential timber. No real enthusiasm behind him. As 
he lives by the polls, so he may perish by the polls. 

HUMPHREY -- Excellent party connections, a good party 
man. Ran close in 1968 with LBJ albatross around his neck. Has 
risen in party polls. Centrist Democrat. Good on bread and butter 
issues, _ economics; positioned almost ideally on the issues for the 
Democratic Party. Good anti-Republican campaigner. Ebullient and 
likeable. Gets good publicity. Strong with the Democratic women. 

Weaknesses: Old Face. Hemlock to the Gene McCarthy Left 
after 1968 -- his nomination, again , in 1972 would risk a party split, 
and possible third or fourth party. Despised by intellectual far left. 
No real enthusiasm for his nomination. Weak in the polls against - 
the President. Would bring nothing to a Democratic ticket other 
than its basic traditional New Deal strengths. Would be perhaps one 
Democratic candidate who would keep the newly enfranchised young 
home in droves. Difficult to see how he can win major primaries -- 
even the late ones, Oregon and California. Removes Vietnam as an 
issue to use against Republicans. 
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JACKSON -- Strong with South, strong with labor, strong 
with conservative Democrats, with- Jewish voters and money-, with 
big labor and aerospace and defense contractors. Only Democrat hard 
liner on Soviets and Defense Policy -- presents clear alternative to 
new isolationist sentiment. Choice not an echo. Anti-radical rhetoric 
Has money backing, good support in Senate... Highly regarded, 
tremendous victory record in Washington -- 85 percent. Law and 
order man. Rallying point for Democratic conservatives. Ideal 
Vice Presidential Candidate for Edward M. Kennedy, if party divided 
over Kennedy nomination . 

Weaknesses: Nomination would surely sunder Democratic 
Party. Would generate Fourth Party candidate as in 1948. Party too 
far. left to nominate him now. No national recognition. Needs to go 
the primary route — will lose in New Hampshire, a chance in Florida 
and Oregon -- but can't win the big ones. Again, less likely a 
potential nominee than a potential Vice Presidential nominee. 

MCGLOSKFY -- What the ex-Marine has going for him is a 
general impression of solid, ex-Marine, honest, tough-minded, anti- 
war, candid, likely to capitalize oh the anti-Nixon sentiment within 
the Party on the Left. Strategy against him should be, in our view, 
ignore him at the National level -j and publicize in Republican circles 
every far-out position, and statement, and appearance. To tarnish 
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his image as a selfless white knight. Anything that can be seen 
as moving him out on the left fringe diminishes the degree of 
Republican votes he can possibly win. 

GENERAL STRATEGY 

-- Attacks should not focus on any single Democrat. All 
should be hit now, and hard - -as attacks .coming in mid-or late 
1972 will be seen as wholly political, thus less credible, less 
newsworthy than attacks in 1971. 

-- President should stay utterly aloof from political attacks. 

-- The Democratic Party as an entity should be denigrated, 
as so irresponsible, such a disaster in the sixties, as not to be 
entrusted with national leadership again. Thus, Clifford, Karriman, 
O'Brien, and all potential candidates become fair game. 

-- Public should not be allowed to forget the record of the LBJ 
Administration, of HHH's role, of fMK's background, of Muskie's 
bumbling s. 

Disagreement was expressed over-who should do the attacking. 
One view, strongly held, is that American people are fed up with 
politics per se, and politicians, and if RN's official family, i. e. 

Vice President, White House Staff, or Cabinet, engage in partisan 
warfare, this reflects on the President as a politician -- and detracts 
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from him. Other view is that while. President must stay aloof, 
the deficiency of Republican guns argues that we have to use 
what we have, i. e. the Vice President, occasionally Cabinet 
members, the RNC Chairman, the RNC, the Republican leadership -- 
and any Republicans we can finjd on Capitol Hill to carry the attack 
to the Democrats. 

General concurrence thkt the press and media tend to tolerate 
more partisan and malicious assault on part of Democrats, which they 
would charge off to dirty politics on part of Republicans. 

INVENTORY OF RESOURCES 

Research Resources 

-- RNC is keeping on-going in-depth files on all potential 
Democratic contenders, plus McCloskey, Gardner, Lindsay and 
Wallace. This material filed in data bank instant retrieval system. 

-- Mort Allin News Summary, contains files of all major 
Democratic candidates, major comments and stories from 50 
major newspapers. 

-- RNC runs monthly digest of each potential candidate listing 
outstanding developments, etc. 

Withbut going into further depth, we have more than enough 
political research, 'and filing going on. Any future allocation of 
resources should be away from research, and into production. In 
short, a diminution of input, and an increase in output. What is needed 



4181 


now is not more personnel to squirrel away little nuggets for the 
winter -- but rather analysts, writers -and producers,- who can 
translate the daily grist into daily news copy. 

OUTPUT RESOURCES 

— Monday has a high degree of credibility with the press; 
has been successful in moving anti-Democratic propaganda into the 
national media, i. e. , the Muskie temper, the Muskie indecisiveness, 
the McGovern front for Kennedy, the Gardner.operi ion. Hach week 
there should be one or more major political news stories coming 
out of Monday. 

-- Senator Dole, and the Vice President have carried the attack 
in recent months. Senator Dole especially. Our objective is to 
provide more raw material and convince more of our people on the 
Hill, in the Cabinet, and in the party nationally to use it. To this 
end, Ken Khachigian has been put on full time for solely this 
purpose. His job broadly outlined will be to daily view the incoming 
research materials, and to provide a daily diet of political attack 
material for party people -- great and small. 

— The letters to the editor operation out of the RNC will be 
tied in directly with this operation, bringing out more attack material 
on the Democrats nationally. 
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-- The Colson Shop, primarily, and less so than the Klein shopj 
can move out materials that we find in dur research operations -- and 
that need to be moved now. 

-- Schedules of the primary candidates, especially, will be 
gathered -- and of McCloskey -- so -than suitable arrival ceremonies 
can occasionally be prepared, issue-rated by Walker's advance men. 

-- Some raw data of significant importance -- such as the Godfrey 
Sperling article detailing control of McGovern operation by EMK types -- 
should be moved unadulterated to national political reporters. We will 
have either a covert or open operation on this later out of RNC to 
make sure political columnists are not missing first-rate anti-opposition 
material. ■ . 

-- Discussion to-be held with RNC to consider a mid-week 
abbreviated Monday version, which might well-be called Watch on the 
Potomac, or some such, which would give insider accurate information 
on Democrats, etc. 

-- Consideration being given to development of possible anti-, 
opposition ads -- but this is still in the planning process. 

-- Because we feel that need to have, direct access to government 
sources of information, we h sf e determined that Ken Khachigian, who is 
the first new full time man hired for this specific operation should stay 
in the White House complex -- not move outside. 
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THE GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF THE OPERATION FOR THE NEXT 

SIX MONTHS . 

a) Focus not on stock-piling material but on moving it into 
the media -- on output, rather than input. We don't want to wind up 
in November of 1972 with 100/000 unused anti-Democratic documents . 
in a super retrieval system, . 

b) Maintain as guiding political principle that our great hope 
for 1972 lies in maintaining or exacerbating the deep'Democratic 
rift between the elite, chic, New Left, intellectual avant garde, 
isolationist, bell-bottomed environmentalist, new priorities types on 
the one hand -- and the hard hat, Dick Daley, Holy Name Society, 
ethnic, blue collar, Knights of Columbus, NY PD, Queens Democrats 
on the other. 

The liberal Democrats should be pinioned to their hippie 
supporters. The Humphrey Democrats should be reminded of how 
they were the fellows who escalated and cheered the war from its 
inception. 

c) Get as much anti-Democratic material into the media as 

possible. Eschew the ridiculous and wild as counter-productive. 

1 

Finally, we have a strong team at the RNC which has not always 
been the case; we haye some national spokesmen who can take the 
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political attack effectively, which was not always the case in the 
last decade -- and we have some tempting targets. As of now -- 
we see no need for any appropriations from Nixon for President 
Fund -- we can handle it right now with what we have. 

If and when we feel we need more people -- writers and 
analysts basically -- we will come around. 

(There maybe a necessity to establish an outside direct 
mail group to columnists, editorial writers, and political writers 
in order to get all our negative propaganda into their hands.) 


Buchanan 
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Exhibit No. 176 

CITIZENS FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 
WASHINGTON 


SUITE >11 

• 101 riNN5Yl»*Nl« AVENUE. ».*» 
WASHING TON. O.C. *0301 
00*1 313-09 20 


MEMORANDUM FOR: THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

FROM: JEB S. MAGRJinEE- 

SUBJECT: TRACKING PRESIDENTIAL CONTENDERS 


Attached is a memo by Pat .Buchanan outlining a strategy for 
dealing with opposition contenders. Several specific recom- 
mendations are made which will establish the direction and 
scope of our activities over the next several months. 


July 28, 1971 
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CITIZENS FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 
WASHINGTON 


*uite *»* 

I >OI PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20006 
12021 213.0920 


July 28, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 


The clear and present political danger is that Senator 
Muskie, the favorite in the early primaries, will promenade 
through the primaries, come into the convention with a clear 
majority and enormous momentum for November. That would be 
bad news for us. 

If there is to be a contested convention, a divided con- 
vention — the first priority is to trip up Muskie in the 
primaries.. This is in Kennedy's interest, in Humphrey's inter- 
est, in our interest. 

Thus, Senator Muskie is Target A as of mid-summer for our 
operation. Our specific goals are (a) to produce political 
problems for him, right now, (b) to hopefully help defeat him 
in one or more of the primaries (Florida looks now to be the 
best early bet, California, the best later bet) , and (o) finally 
to visit upon him some political wounds that, will not only 
reduce his chances for nomination — but damage him as a candi- 
date, should he be nominated. 

As for the other Democrats, Kennedy, Jackson and Humphrey 
are thg only credible ones we see - Humphrey the most desirable 
from cur viewpoint. But any of these three — especially 
Kennedy and even Jackson — should be the subject of attack. 

• For the next several months, especially while Muskie is 
hibernating in Maine for the summer, we proposed to concentrate 
our efforts on him'. 

Approve Disapprove Comment 

How . In the long run, for the November election, the best 
offense against Muskie is to point him as far left as possible, 
leaving the President as much of the center as possible. For • 
the nomination, however, any stick should be used to beat him. 

He can and should be attacked from Right and Left. 
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For example, from the right, Muskie can be charged with 
cutting space and defense and throwing union workers out of 
jobs, with killing the SST and thus killing Seattle, with smear' 
ing the FBI, and, Mr. Hoover, with endorsing Communist-Kook dem- 
onstrations, with favoring "forced integration," etc. From 
the Left — and we should not ignore this line of attack — it 
can be argued that Muskie is an amoral opportunist who supported 
the war when he didn't believe in it, who has protected polluters, 
who lacks the political courage of McGovern, who is indecisive 
and gutless, who is trying to have his toadies at the DNC 
"broker" the convention, instead of have it open — of having 
spent a dozen years in the Senate without having accomplished 
a single objective. 

Further, we should begin now to acquire two, three or sev- 
eral tags, to stick Muskie with — such as the "Tricky Dick" 
that has been so damaging to the President over the years when 
utilized by his political enemies. 

JACKSON . This presents a serious problem. First, Scoop 
is a friend of sorts of the President's, a supporter on defense 
and most foreign policy issues. Secondly, while he would be a 
formidable opponent for the President, if nominated, he cannot 
realistically be nominated — unless. the political focus turns 
to matters of war and peace and security. Then while it would 
be in our interest to have him knock Muskie down in Florida -- 
such a stunning victory for Jackson would boost him into a long 
shot for the nomination and a strong shot Vice President — on 
a Kennedy ticket. 

Any attack on Jackson, whose hard-line credentials are * 
awfully good, woulfl — if it were to be an effective attack — 
focus on his “secret liberalism,” portraying him as the Errand 
Boy of George Meany. This could be done; it might actually 
"elevate Jackson (drawing the media to him) to the point where, 
it would actually assist him in a Democratic Primary. 

But, do we want to attack Scoop Jackson at all? This is 
a question for higher ups. Where, for example would Jackson 
stand in a Nixon-kennedy race, where Jackson was not on the 
Kennedy ticket. Scoop is 60 or more — 1972 is his last run at 
the nomination - would he prefer a seat in a Nixon Cabinet or 
a Kennedy Cabinet? Again, higher ups should decide if and when 
we should pull the lanyard on Scoop Jackson. Surely, it would 
make news. 
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Options ; Attack Jackson as any other candidate. 

Approve Disapprove Comment 

Go easy on Jackson in the hopes of hurting Muskie. 


Approve Disapprove Comment 


KENNEDY . A major target of opportunity, but not the 
primary target. Focus here should be on immaturity, reckless- 
ness, jet-setter — not up to the stature required or stability 
required of a President. 

HUMPHREY . If we have to run against someone, we prefer 
Humphrey right now, as no President is so virtuous as to be 
granted George McGovern to run against. Humphrey's nomination 
would be in our interest — it may be necessary, frankly, to 
provide him with support. 

McCLOSKEY . At this point, we agree McCloskey should not 
be attacked by his superiors within the GOP, or the national Adm- 
inistration — in a manner to elevate him. Clearly, we believe 
that the proper way to deal with McCloskey is to have his national 
appearances (the media gives him network time regularly) matched 
by someone of Congressional level — like Jack Kemp, who is be- 
ginning to match McCloskey and trouble him on their joint appear- 
ances. No major attack from the Cabinet, Vice Presidential or 
RNC National level, or Congressional leadership level should be 
made at this time — in our view. 

The proper way to discredit McCloskey is to (a) paint him 
as far left as possible and (b) if at all possible, find his 
sources of support, publicize them, and paint him as simply a 
pawn or cat's paw of the Democratic Party. Our objective is to 
damage his credibility with Republicans. 

But we should do nothing to allow him to paint himself as 
a political martyr. 

Specific options are detailed in the attached memorandum' 
from Jeb Magruder. 
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RESOURCES 

MONDAY is a credible publication- — which gets irregular 
wire copy--and which we shall use weekly to move party line 
material aimed at' issues- dividing Democrats. 

Bob Dole can be effective, but only occasionally — like 
Ford and Scott, he is inhibited by his relationship, his Senator- 
ial courtesy to a fellow member if you will. 

The White House Staff which could be utilized to put out 
some of this party-rline material — not for attribution of 
course — on Muskie, is currently inhibited by an edict of "no 
politics" in 1971. We might need to* have this altered for some 
individuals — as we can serve as regular conduits for the kind 
of political material we want to move. The White House staff 
should be considered as a resource in the near future to pass 
on not-attributed material to the press. 

Approve^ Disapprove Comment . 


The Vice President — We will need to know his inclinations 
and the President’s desires on his use — but he could be ex- 
tremely effective in selected political attacks. He gets enor- 
mous coverage -- and he can put 'across a credible line on the 
Democrats. 

Should the Vice President be used as a resource for opposi- 
tion attack? 

Ye 3 No Comment 


The Republican Party outside Washington — especially state 
chairmen and state officers — should be put to use. We believe 
that a co-ordinated 'system should be set up of calling these 
Chairmen, to have them issue coordinated attacks when something 
like the Kennedy ^comment on KN re: Vietnam breaks — and to issue 

regular statements on the arrival of major Democratic candidates 
in their state. 

Approve__ _ Disapprove Comment 


These last are political animals by choice, and their 
attacks upon Democrats do not constitute partisanship on the 
part of the White House. (Statements for these individuals 
could be drafted in our shop, but transmitted to the states via 
RNC.) e 
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Some discussion has gone on of using the Citizens as 
Middle Man between WH and RNC — we can of course follow that 
procedure, but, given a secure man at the RNC of which there 
are many, we think that direct contact would be best from 
here. We currently follow this procedure in drafting materials 
for Monday. We need to know basic policy on this. 

(1) Direct contact with RNC be made through Buchanan shop. 

Approve^ Disapprove Comment 

(2) Establish in Citizens (target date November 1) an 
operational arm which will implement strategy and tactics ini- 
tiated by Buchanan shop. 

Approve Disapprove Comment 


Finally, we are giving some thought to preparing paid media 
advertisements — issue-oriented — in here and have them placed 
by the Citizens Group, or some political group formed in the 
various , states. This can be an effective tool for driving home 
particular issue points we need made — and drive them home be- 
fore the political season starts — when little is believed 
anyhow. 

Approve Disapprove Comment 


Special Projects . We would like to utilize Ron Walker’s 
resources where possible to handle some close-in operations, 
pickets and the like, when candidates visit various cities. The 
candidate normally brings with him his own media; he attracts 
local media; and we would like to be able to "piggy back" on that 
media — with our own operations, anti-candidate. This requires 
support activities from some source; Ron has an operation in 
place; and they will need approval — either general or specific ■ 
— for these covert operations. 

Approve Disapprove Comment___ 

Contact with Walker for activities may be made directly 
from Buchanan shop. 

Approve Disapprove ^ Comment 

Contact with Walker should be made through operational arm 
in*Citizens but initiated in Buchanan shop. 

• Approve Disapprove Comment 
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Further, for non close-in operations — we should use 
party personnel, working through the national committee. . By 
these I mean handbills outside factory gates in the morning 
and evening — when Muskie votes against some appropriations 
for SST. Something of that nature, which the local party can 
surely handle. 

Approve^ Disapprove Comment 
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Exhibit No. 177 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


August 7, 1971 


MEMORANDUM TO: JEB MAGRUDER 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 

Attached from Ken Khachigian, re: Florida Primary, seems 
to me a good idea. Can you check it out with the powers 
that be? 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS II I N 0 TO N 


July 22, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: PATRICK J, . BUCHANAN 
FROM: KEN KHACHIGIAN 
SUBJECT: MCCLOSKEY AND FLORIDA PRIMARY 

See the attached -- apparently there is a provision in the 
Florida primary law by which we could keep pistol-Pete off the 
ballot. I think it would be to our advantage to do so since RN 
will most likely be on the ballot {unless he files affidavit 
declining). 

Can we get the word to Florida through Magruder or RNC 
to have the state chairman down there do what he can to keep 
McCloskey off? An unopposed RN in Florida with a unified party 
behind him might be a nice contrast to the bloodletting that will 
take place with the Democrats, Moreover, this will allow us to 
free up our resources to hurt the Democrats in their primary. 



Attachment 
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ftuttc IF* 

IFOI AKNNAVI.VANIA AVCNUC. N.W. 
WASHINGTON. D .c. *0900 
1 * 0*1 j> 1 . 00*0 


August 11, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
SUBJECT: McCloskey and Florida Primary 


Enclosed is an article from the July 21st Washington Post 
which indicates that there is a provision in the Florida 
primary law by which we could keep McCloskey off the ballot. 

Pat Buchanan suggested that maybe we could have the Florida 
State Chairman do whatever he can under this . lav; to keep 
McCloskey off the ballot. An unopposed RN in Florida with a 
unified party behind him might be a nice contrast to the 
bloodletting that will take place with the Democrats. • More- 
over, this will allow us to free up our resources to hurt the 
Democrats in their primary. 

Approve Disapprove . Comment 


Enclosure 


bcc: Mr. Haldeman 

JSM:ger 
J^M Chron 
ifiSH Primaries 


JEB S. MAGRUDER 


. CONFIDENTIAL 
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WASHINGTON POST 
July 21, 1971 


Nixon Foe May Face 
Florida Primary Bar 


TALLAHASSEE, Fla., July, 
r.fl (AP)— Florida's top oloc-| 
lions ofilrer says a pip in the! 
stole’s new pmnnr;' lav.* may I 
enable pro-Nixon GOP loaders 
to do;*" the Ucpublicnn half of 
Florida’s -March H presiden- 
tial contest to all but the in* 
cumbont president. 


Secretary of Stale It i eh orb; 
Stone saitl in an inlerviowj 


Monday Inal Rep. Pool Me-' 
C)os?:ey^U^U^or. .any Key 
I publican challenger con Id be i 
I n r a r vJjai_D 

I fiftveh-member selection com - 
j it. ten. ”2 i 

/ ■ *” "~A rand i d n 1 nts. _jia r,m— wniiUl • 

I be dele ted -JJ _all co mm ittee. 
[ ’Incmbor s of the same party 

\ agT' ee To ( 1 o~ so .^ .'h ere are! 

Hi roe It cubl leans and four; 
Democrats who have the final 1 


say, he said. j 

' “It is quite possible theyi 
might feel that way as party 
Members," said Stone, who is- 
ll)t; non-voting chairman. j 


Stale party leaders such ns 1 
GOP Chairman L. E. (Tommy) 
Thomas of Panama City have 
been critical of McCIoskcyV 
vow to challenge President. 
Nixon If be doesn’t end the- 
Vietnam war before the prJ-| 
jnnrios. : 

.“Tommy has indicated lie 
would not try to block Me- 
Closkcy, although he has said 
he would not open any doors 
for him," said a GOP spokes- 


man. 


But if only one of the GOP 


members felt that the Calif or- j 
nln congressman should be on 
the ballot, lie would lie, Stone 
said. 

Secretary Slone also r.nld he 
would “seek clarification" 
from two Southern political 
figures, Alabama Gov. George 
Wallace and Georgia LI. Gov. 
Leslcr Maddox, as to whether, 
they planned io run as Dcmo-| 
erats in the Florida primary, ■ 
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Exhibit No. 178 
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CITIZENS FOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON 


EUlTE 271 

1)01 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE. K.w. 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 2033C 
12021 333.0220 


August 13, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Attached is a copy of an Evans and Novak column from the July 
25 Washington Post which indicates the Democrats are setting 
us a '72 Sponsors Club similar to the President's Club of the 
LBJera. For $72 a month; there are a number of privileges 
’accorded to those who contribute. 

Pat’Buchanan has suggested that we have someone we know, pre- 
ferably a Democrat not connected with us, join this club. This 
could be arranged by having the individual write in explaining 
that he read about the club in the newspaper and is fed up with 
the Administration's policies and wants to contribute his share 
and become a member of the club. This would give us many advan- 
tages' in keeping track of Democratic contenders and their 
strategy. 

Recommendation 

That we have someone join the '72 Sponsors Club. 


Approve Disapprove Comment 


JEB S. MAGRUDER 

bcc: Mr. Haldeman 

JSK:ger 

JSM Chron 

JSM Contenders 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


Exhibit No. 179 

a 07301 602 7 4 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

October 5, 1971 


DIVIDING THE DEMOCRATS 


MEMORANDUM TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: "RESEARCH’'' (As Requested) 


Because the Old Roosevelt Coalition was composed of numerous parts, 
there Is more than one fissure within the Democratic Party which can 
today be exploited to the benefit of the President. Some examples: 

IDEOLOGICAL FISSURES 

Tlie most readily obvious division among Democrats is along ideological 
lines r- the left and the New Left versus moderate and conservative 
Democrats. Militant blacks, the rebellious on the campus, the radical 
chic of Eastern liberalism are- all within the broad confines of the Demo-, 
cratic Party. So, too, is their most antipathetic adversaries, the blue 
collar, white collar conservative- Democrats, 

To exacerbate the ideological division, a few suggestions which surely 
can be emended and added to: 

1) The Platform Plank Against Extremism. The Democrats mirror' to 
some extent the Republicans of 1964, and pressure for a plank in both 
parties denouncing Left-wing extremism, and New Left attempts to subvert 
and overthrow American institutions would be divisive in the Democratic 
Party,- Specific denuciations of the Black Panther Pjrty,' SDS, those who 
have attempted to politicize and destroy the great American universities.-- 
thebe are proposals to deeply divide Democrats. The feat is to focus 
"Democratic attention on this. Could pejrhaps be done by a Dole speech, 
"calling on both Republicans and Democrats to incorporate such a' plank 
in their party's platform -- a speech made after some particularly 
outrageous campus incident preferably. 


21-296 0 — 74 - 


-20 
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2) Republican Praise for Attacks on the Left: Rather than attack the 

hard left, de rigeur for Republicans, we should shower praise upon 
Jackson and the Conservative Democrats who denounce the left wing 
within their own party. A specific example is Jackson* s attack on 

M environmental extremists. We might well go back, dig up Jackson's 
attacks on his party’s left wing, and use them. We did this to some good 
effect' in the early 1970 campaign with the Vice President quoting Meany’s 
and other denunciations of extremism in the Dcmocratip Party. 

3) Republican Praise for any Democratic Support on Vietnam . More 
injurious to HHH and Muskie, than an attack on their Vietnam position 
(which should not be excluded) is “praise” for their support of the President, 
on occasion. This goes far toward making them “Establishment” and 
driving a wedge between them and the ideological hard core of their p^rty. 

4 ) The McGoye rn-Q T Erien Reform. The Iyeft is counting heavily on these 
reforms. They may not be carried out to the letter,- If they are, they will 
likely result in one humdinger of a convention; the President’s political 
campaign personnel should be on the watch for violations, which are almost 
certain to occur -- and then elevate those violations in the media as shafting 
the young, the poor, the black and the women. We have already had some 
success with this in the Monday piece, which got national attention, alleging 
that O'Brien had thrown in with* Muskie, they were putting the “fix” in at 
the /convention, and throwing the blocks to the McCarthy kids and McGovern. 
Democrats are extremely sensitive about this; and concerned about the 
Convention. 

(In this quarrel* our publications and spokesman, it seems to me at present, 
should take the side of the Far Left, saying we disagree with them; but 
that they have a just cause, and the Power Elite within the Party is denying 
them effective participation.) 

5) Left-Wing Democratic Complaints , i.e. from McGovern and his people 
should find an echo and an amicus curiae in Republican statements and 
publications. 

6) A Mailing List should be prepared and kept up to date of all Democratic 
convention delegates, as they are named. Anything any major candidate 
says that is offensive to their faction should be brought to their attention, 
and the attention of the press in their area. 

Exa.mple: Humphrey’s statement ruling out all signers of the Southern 
.Manifesto should go out, one-page, to Southern delegates, and Southern 
papers -- particularly, say, those in Carolina where Sam Erwin was ruled 
out, and Oklahoma, where Carl Albert was ruled out by HHH. 
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7) ffe have to develop several covert outlets within the national press, 
who will ask the hard questions that only a .political adversary can think 
up. In addition, and perhaps as a substitute for this, we should have 
several divisive questions worked up, and distributed at major press 
conferences' of the leading Democrats. Also, direct mail to questioners 
of major Democrats - -in short, little briefing papers to newsmen -- should 
go to those who interrogate them on ABC, NBC and CBS Sunday shows. 

REGIONAL FISSURES 

South versus North. Here the dividing line is essentially that of the race 
issue; but it goes further into the "liberalism" of the national Democratic 
Party leaders, and major candidates, which does not sit well with the 
essential "suburban conservativism" and even "Wallaceism" of Democrats 
in the South. : To force a choice here, we need more than just rhetoric 
and mailings. vActions taken by the President and Administration are 
decisive here: . • ys ■ 

1) The Supreme Court nomination of a Southern Strict Constructionist will 
force Democratic Northern liberals, and major candidates, to anger either 
the South with a veto vote, or the blacks and the labor mpvement and the 
Northern liberals. A highly qualified Southern Conservative nominee to 
the Supreme Court is de facto a divisive issue in the Democratic Party.' 

2) Elevation of the issue of compulsory school integration and neighborhood 
integration, via such as "bussing" and the Ribiecff Plan.. Clearly, this puts 
Northern liberals like Muskie on an untenable hook. And with the Detroit 
horror show shaping up, this is going to be even more a national "voting", 
issue..' Mr. Wallace has recognized this. 

The serious problem here is that while Muskie may be in favor of compulsory, 
integration by his votes -- the Administration is the one that is seen as in 
power, while various odious ruling and policies are being enforced.. 

Many of my sources tell me that it is the President -- since he is visible in 
office, and has made strong statements — who is today being hurt worst ' 
by the bussing fiasco. That is not as it should be as I understand that the 
President political and moral position is that it is wrong and contra-productive 
to forcible integrate the. races. 

However, if wc are to draw a line between us and the Democratic liberals; 
which leaves the Democratic conservatives on our side of the line -- then 
action will be required, in my judgment, on the President's part. 

Frankly, this requires the kind of historic decision, bringing a constitutional 
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end to the national pressure to integrate races in housing and schooling .-- 
which requires a decision on the part of the President. This would really 
tear ip the pea patch; and our current policy is one of accommodation with 
the courts not confrontation. 

In conclusion, this is a potential throw of the dice that could bring the 
media on our heads, and cut the Democratic Party and country in half; my 
view is that wo would have far the larger half. But that is not my decision. 

3) A Wallace Candidacy in the Primaries ; This is an excellent vehicle for 
surfacing and hardening the divisions within the Democratic Party, in the 
South. Regrettably, such a primary run is likely to hone his’ organization 
for a pass at the general. And if Muskie is the Democratic choice, ''There’s 
not a dime's worth of difference between them" is an effective slogan/ ' But 
Wallace victories in Florida, North Carolina and Tennessee -- if they are in tin 
cards -- could create some truly serious problems for the Democratic 
Convention.. ... • t ." 


4) The Defense Issue: Though less so than before, defense is an issue 

on which.thc majority of Republicans and conservative and Southern -i 
Democrats unite on one side -- with the liberal Democrats on (he other. 
Again, this involves Presidential decision. Should thp President elevate 
this issue, it is one which would divide the opposition’ party straight down 
the middle with Meany, Jackson and the Southerners on one side -- and 
Kennedy, McGovern, Lindsay on the other.' 

Again, however, the accomplishment of such a division requires a 
Presidential elevation of an issue where we have sought to mute differences 
via our thrust, "We have already re-ordered our priorities;" the Defense 
Budget is the "lowest percent of GNP since the Fillmore Administration, "etc, 

5) The elitism and quasi-anti- Americanism of the National Democratic 
Party have little appeal below the Mason-Dixor, Line; and we should contrast 
the Party of Roosevelt, Truman, and JFK — with the party of Ramsey 
Clark, Ronald Dellums and George McGovern. 

ETHNIC/ RELIGIOUS 


The great Northern cities see a clear dividing line between the liberal; 
academic, intellectual Democratic elite in the Party -- and the working 
class Roman Catholic, Polish, Irish, Italian Democrats, from the Bronx, 
Queens and Cook County, 

1) My view has been that these minorities, Poles, Irish, Italian Catholics, 
arts larger minorities sand easier to win than the “media. minorities" 
i.e. Blacks-, Puerto Ricans, Mexican- Americans, Indians, etc,, the 
darlings of the mass media. 
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Conspicuous appointments of the larger minorities, the more available 
minorities (Irish, Italian, Poles, Slovaks, etc.) would reapus greater 
dividends, and wean away from the Democratic Party a more significant 
base than the play being given today say to blacks. 

2) Aid To Catholic School s. Clearly this divides the Democrats who run 
the New York Times from the Democrats who run for office in Queens and 
the North Bronx. The President's strong stand on abortion, a gut issue 
with Catholics', is another divisive factor within the Democratic Party a - 
if, we can force Democrats to come down bn one side or the other. 

Again, however, these issues which have been shown by Governors like 
Rockefeller to be deeply divisive to Democrats on the State level -- have 
to be elevated on the National level in order to do us any good. ’There is 
another drawback. They are also divisive to Republicans. The Ripon 
Society liberals will be anti-aid to Catholic schools, pro-abortion, and 
more concerned with "censorship" and "repression" than porno. 

But the favoritism toward things Catholic is good politics; there is’ a trade- 
off, but it leaves us with the larger share of the pie. If we want to throw, 
the dice on this divisive issue, the way to do it is via a specific, tangible. 
program«of Federal assistance to non-public schools to save them. 

Here, too, we have to force Democrats to choose among their vital voting 
blocs -- where the interests of those blocs directly collide. 

3) , Fourth Party Candidacies. Top-level consideration should be given to 
ways and means to promote, assist and fund a Fourth Party candidacy of 
the Left Democrats and/or the Black Democrats. There is nothing that 
can so advance the President's chances for re-election -- not a trip to 
China, not four-and-a-half percent unemployment - - as a realistic black 
Presidential campaign. 

4) Black Complaints: As we did with Muskie we should continue to champion 
the cause of the Blacks within the Democratic Party; elevate their complaints 
of "being taken for granted." 

ECONOMIC FISSURES 

Where before, the economic interests of the Roosevelt Coalition were 
complimentory or harmonious, today that is not the case. This, fissure; 
too, can be exploited; 

One could divide it between the loafing classes (welfare, students) and 
the working classes. 
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A cutback in welfare, a hard-line on welfare would force Democrats 
to choose between the working class outraged by the excesses in that 
program and the welfare class, which is becoming a cohesive voting 
bloc. 

A specific political position of stating that while the Democratic Left is 
constantly speaking up for the welfare class in this country, "the time 
has come for someone to represent th<3 working, class" might well be 
considered philistine or worse by the media, but would seem to be good 
politics. Tax. relief, for example, is of a good deal more interest and 
concern for the working men of this country, than the massive welfare 
scheme we have proposed -- and the President is more likely to get 
working class support, Wiley 1 s Welfare Mommas behind him. 

Note: Since taking office, the President has increased by 500 percent -- 
from $400 million to $2 billion -- the food stamp and food assistance funds; 
and he still gets it in the neck for "starving the poor." Methinks there 
would have been more gratitude and greater reward's if those funds had 
been directed to the President's potential friends in the working class, and 
their interests. 

If the President would become the visible and outspoken champion of the 
Forgotten American, the working people of this country -- and assert that 
the welfare types have been taken care of for years; it would force a’ ■ 
division within the Democratic Party, would align the media against us -- 
but methinks it both divides them and assists us. 

/ ' . ' * . 

Like other proposals, the above calls for what the Vice President has 
termed "positive polarization" and requires really the kind of go-for-broke 
decision that we may not feel is either necessary or justified by our 
comparatively good field position. 

The Black Vice President bumper stickers calling for black Presidential 
and especially Vice Presidential candidates should be spread out in the 
ghettoes of the country. Also, anti-Muskie stickers. We should do what 
is within our power to have a black nominated for Number Two at least at 
the Democratic National Convention. 

INSTRUMENTS' •; 

The President -- Used to the Absolute Minimum. His Muskie comment was 
most helpful {on the Black V. P. ) but the President and the Presidency are 
the quintessential political a.sscts wc have and should be used in a partisan 
situation, only in extremis. 
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The Vice President: We need a decision as to whether he can be used, or 
should be -- both from him and from higher authority within the campaign. 
Of course, he has incomparable visibility; he can make political issues in 
a way that few others can. 

MONDAY -- Excellent credibility in the media; has already been used to 
goo'd effect; will continue to utilize it along lines suggested in above 
memorandum, 

MAILING OPERATION »« T ha ye should be set up a Mailing Ope ration to 

Democrats, on the Hill, and in the Party and Delegates, which will make 
sure that none of them misses a majority candidate pbsition that is against 
his interests. Example, pro-abortion statements might be mailed to all . 
Catholic newspapers and wire services. Cut-the-Budget-to-the-bone 
statements should be mailed to military and -conservative publications, etc 

This operation would serve as midwife of the Democrats Right to Know. 

We ought to consider how to set this up, with perhaps the least possible 
“Republican 11 credentials; or perhaps if jthat cannot b'e avoided, set up some 
"Kremllnologist ' 1 operation for the Democratic Party, acknowledge it; and 
play it straight. Would require a full- time .operation; and what should be 
avbided at all cost is the “excessive * 1 mailings that really turn off editorial 
writers and the like. 

GOVERNORS/ CABINET OFFICERS/ KILL PEOPLE -- When and how these 
types are to be used is a decision that needs to be made; also, what of 
Dole f s use. Not much in a major way can be accomplished, absent a 
political operation which can “produce" for them what needs to be said.' 

It is hard to visualize this being done on a part-time basis. 

WHITE HOUSE POLITICAL AIDES --'Should they take the risk of “feeding" 
these kinds of materials from the WH? 

Above are some thoughts on Dividing the Democrats, that need honing and 
discussion. 



4204 


0 7 3 0 16 0 2 7 3 


October 6, 197/ 


MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. WIBLIAM E. TIMMONS { 

FROM: ROBERT C. ODLE, JR. 

Attached is the Buchanan/Khacbigian memorandum on '‘Dividing tha 
Democrats." Unfortunately, it v/a s s.ent directly by them to tba 
AG and Mr. Haldemaa, rather than to you and xaa for review before 
submission* 

la' there anything you wish to add to it which we might separately 
submit? What do you think of the memorandum itself? 

* 

Attachment 



cc: Mr. Jeb S. Kagruder 
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Exhibit No. 180 



FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 



Scoop Jackson is making a desperate effort to have the Tennessee 
Primary shifted up from May 4 to March 30, according to the 
Times story attached, and it seems in our immediate political 
interest to have that happen. Muskie is a clear underdog in 
Tennessee, to both Wallace and to Jackson, and if we can get the 
Tennessee Primary moved to the 30th of March, we c-ould have a 
defeat inflicted on Muskie - - five days before the Wisconsin 
Primary. That might help take the bloom off the Muskie candidacy 
a bit, before thefinal, and perhaps crucial early primary. 

The stumbling block to a shift in the Tennessee Primary up to 
March 30 is reportedly Governor Winfield Dunn. Seems to me 
that it would be in our interest to have Dunn shift that primary -- 
in order to have Muskie defeated once more before Wisconsin. 
Perhaps Dunn has his reasons; but we ought to know them. 


Buchanan 
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NEW YORK TIMES -- February 4, 1972 


I — 


Jacksons Strategists Seeking 
An Earlier Tennessee Primary 


several weeks, had lakfcn no 
position at all. 

lew political professionals 
■ accept that statement. Some of 
.them, belter at what they con- 
sider Mr. li.Uing ton's role in the 
j defeat of Mr. Gore and Mr. 
| Hooker in 1070, want no part 


By R. W. APPLE Jr, 

WASHINGTON. Feb. 3- — ,«• A poll taken this week byfof Mr. Jackson. 

Senator Henry W. Jackson's:; Floyd -Kepi, art. political affnirs |j -j V ;, s for him for a while, 1 
strategists, fearing that hisi; Rector of station WSM-TV in [! on e State Senator said, "but] 
chan 
primary 
tailed 

George C. Wallace of Alabama, jcided. Governor Dunn is also 
arc renewing their effort to {apparently willing to go alqn 
push forward the date of the 


tareuin the pivotal Florid^; , ‘ ; / ?si : viUc - sho 7 vcd / 3 ccnt!! whcn Ellinglo n pot aboard, 1 
'• , v cinn'vrii' ii? f l ^ c stn * c ^" l5 **‘lors favor- (tj-Qt 0 ff Jackson would help us 

>nmao have been snarply Apn j 20, with 22 per cmtl-rlect Democrats and he’d be a 

.ailed by the candidacy o. Gov. !j opposed and 35 per cent unde-j> 00c i president. But mv friends 


Tennessee primary. 

Mr. Jackson had hoped to 
use the Florida voting on March 
14 as a launching pad for his 
drive for the Democratic Presi- 
dential nomination. Bat none 
of the private polls taken there 
in recent weeks has shown him 
better than fourth. 

Tennessee — erne of the few 
states where Mr. Jackson is 


with that compromise, which 
would be of considerably less 
help to Mr, Jackson. 

Senator Muskie's standing 
among Tennessee Democrats 
plummeted last fall, when he 
made remarks at Chattanooga 
that were widely interpreted as 
an endorsement of busing. Sub- 
sequently. he was replaced as 
the star performer at a Demo- 
cratic fund-raising dinner in i j 
Nashville by Boots Randolph. 

. That leaves Md. Jackson in a 
‘ 1S!r «*rong position in a state where 


considered the leader by well;! 
informed local politicians — is; 

scheduled to hold its primary | senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
on May 4. By that time, ninel aric j others long- identified as 
other stales, in most of whicli ! libera Is are unpopular. 

Mr. Jackson has no real! j 0 h n Jay Hooker, the Demo- 
strength, will have held their cral5 * JG70 candidate for Gov- 
balloting. The slates are Ncw| c ,- n0 r, argues, however, tnatii 
Hampshire, Florida. Illinois, j '‘Wallace is as much a problem 


Wisconsin, 

Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, 
and Alabama. 

The- Jackson strategists will, . 
try.' therefore, when the Ten-jby the factionalism that has ac- 
nessee legislature convenes on' 


friends) 

and I just won’t go down the! 
road with Buford F.ilincton." j 
1 Mr. Blank, the Jackson man-j 
iager, is aware of the problem.] 
; “Ellington’s gone to Florida,” 
he said, “and I hope he slays 
there until after the election.' I 
jadmirc the Governor, and J'd 
Move to have him be part of the 
;campaign, but his name draws] 
;so dad-gum much fire we can't 
{afford him. Best thing he could' 
do for us would be if . he'd come 
out for Muskic.” j 

| . Despite Mr. Blank’s disclaim-' 
jer, suspicions remain strong in 
ilhe Byzantine corridors of Ten- 
nessee politics. 

They arc so strong, in fact, 
jthat three influential Demo* 
!rrats said privately this week 
' hat Mr. Ellington had inter- 
vened after receiving a tele- 


Massachusetts,] for Jackson here as in Florida.’*! ca " h .\ n 'fst year from 
Mr. Jackson is the only can- i f “ r ™ cr Relent Lyndon B. 
didale with a Tennessee hend-i od fnend whom 

quarters. But he is threatened? i ,,,r * Bllmgton served ns director; 


jof the Office of Emergency 
j Planning and with whom, over 
jibe years, he traded prize buds, 
j According to the accounts 
iof the three Democrats. Mr. 
[Johnson told the former Gover- 


voured- the Tennessee Dc 

Monday, To push the date up tojeralic party for years, costing 
March 30, five da vs before the jit the Governorship, both Sen- 
Wiseonsin primary. If thev areiatc scats and other key offices, 
unable to do that, they wi'll try) Word is circulating in party ^ 
for April 20, after Wisconsin [circles that Mr. Jackson is for-unor that Mr. Jackson was me 
hut before Pennsylvania, andjmer Gov. Buford Ellington slionly candidate wno had not 
Massachusetts !msn, and that the activities of 1 1 run out on tiic Johnson Admin- 

.. “We 'think an early vote here i Mr - Ellington's fornter press on's Vietnam policy and 
could give Jackson agood boost l“ crc . ta, Y and protege. Hudlcy assed Mr. Ellington to help 

before Wisconsin/ 1 said State ^'T. CKC “' Trove tne case otmt 

nSenator Edward C. Blank 2d, I. Mr ' CrocKett concedes t.,at ; Mr. Ellington could not be 
theWashington Democrat's Ten- 1C Pgters Mr. Jackson hut sa>s|. reached for cnnnrmation of 
nessce manager. ''Florida may ‘ ,c , h “ done rela.tvcly htt le, thc story, although one source 
prove to be a problem. Tcn'-!'’' or . K f° r Crock 5 a s - d | said, "tt sounos ri»nC." 

atessee could be a big benefit.- j“£ ^ h £‘Sa home, for ^ 3 ° bn ™- Wh0 haS M,d 
Opposition to Liberals 
Mr. Blank and other Tenne: 


see Democrats conceded that) 
chances were not poor:, partly! 
because of technicalities in the! 
late election law. for r. March 
30 primary. oy.^Wi n fir Id D uftP . 1 
Republican,' is rcoor fcdjy_OT-j j 
poseti to the M a r<i 1 *la u-^a s_n £e j 
the forces of Senator 
,S. Mu -due of Maine,"" v.JiiWt _arg| 
he aired in Trnnc-SM'c’bv forme r) 
fScnnUir Albert Gurc^ l ~ " J 
But the prospects that the| 
primary will be moved to April j. 


" [nothing publicly about Jus pref- 
Jcrenccs in the 1972 campaign, 
jwas in Acupulco, Mexico, and 
{unavailable. His press secre- 
tary, V/illic Day Taylor, said 
lin Austin. Tex., “I don’t know 
[anything at all about it. 1 ' 
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COMMITTEE EOR THE RE-ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

' February 18, 1972 


iio* *eM*srcvAwiA avcnuc. *-w. 

WAlMIKCtON- o. c. »ooo« 
lion >11.09)0 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: ' 


MR.. HARRY S. FLEMMING 


/ 


GLENN J. SEDAM, JR. 

Tennessee Primary Change of Date 
Legislation . 


Pat Buchanan* s memorandum to- the Attorney General and H. R. 

Haldeman dated February 4 indicated that a stumbling block to 
a shift in the Tennessee Primary -up’ to March 30 is reportedly 
Governor Windfield Dunn. 

My contact point to follow the Tennessee legislation has been 
Lee Smith, who is counsel to Governor Dunn. Lee advises’ me 
that the Governor has not been opposed to moving the date up 
and did not learn of the Campaign Committee's interest in doing 
so until the day the vote was taken in the Tennessee House. 

Legislation had been introduced to move the Primary up to March 30 
and that legislation did pass the Tennessee Senate. In the House 
of Representatives, however, the bill was pigeon-holed in an . 
obscure House subcommittee. ’ . - ' 

On February 15 Representative Ashe, a Republican, moved to have 
the bill removed from committee and called to the House floor. 

There being 99 members in the Tennessee House, such Motion 
would require fifty affirmative votes. The vote was 41 to 27 in 
favor of calling the bill up* — not enough to accomplish the call, 
and, thereby, effectively killing the bill. 

Reportly the reason for the low vote was that the Speaker of the 
House and the House Caucus Chairman, both Democrates and both strong 
Muskie supporters were able to keep enough Democrates from voting 
to be able to keep the vote under 50. 

Lee Smith reports that had Governor Dunn known Of our desire to have 
the Primary moved up, he would have been able to support it. They 
believed, however, it was a battle among ' the Democrates and didn't 
involve themselves in it. Lee reports that it would now be impossi- 
ble to remove the bill from committee and establish a date as early 
as March 30. • 

.If we do have an interest in moving the Primary up, it might be • 
possible to call the Bill up and establish a date of April 20 (a date 



Tennessee Primary 


proposed in earlier legislation) . 


Mr. Jcb Magruder 
Mr. Bob Marik 
Mr. G. Gordon Liddy 
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Exhibit No. 181 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASH I NGTON 

March 14, 1972 

ATTACK ORGANIZATION Sc STRATEGY 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN MITCHELL 

FROM: PJB/KEN KHACHIGIAN 


\ye have been called upon to compose a memorandum delineating the 
division of responsibility and the formations' of the "attack" strategy 
for the fall campaign. Herewith, our views and recommendations. 

PRES EN T SITUATION 

"In njiy Father’s house there are many mansions. " 
i John: 14: 2 

There are currently several quasi-independent attack operations running. 
There is Dole and the RNC, not infrequently orchestrated by C. Colson 
with Koch on drums. There is the "Speakers Bureau" run by Pat O'Donnell 
again, out of Colson’s shop, co-ordinating with Parker for the President, 
and Darngcrd for the Vice President. Further, O'Donnell serves as 
conduit for the Administration "fact sheets." There is a Hill operation 
with Koch- placing the materials at Colson's intermittent direction. There 
are political "surrogates" scheduled out of 1701 by Bart Porter, who 
movejs Hill and Administration types into Re-Elect settings in the Primary 
States, and beyond. And there is Van Shumway who moves the political 
"line':' out of 1701 to reporters and columnists, 

CAM PAIGN 

For the campaign, in our judgment, to canalize the attack to focus our 
resources, to avoid any embarrassing "gaffes, " we need more 
co-ordination of attack materials being used; we need greater central 
direction of the scheduling of speakers; we need a central point of 
authority and direction over the attack -- holding veto power over what 
goes and what does not. 
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The one positioned to exercise this authority is the Campaign Manager, 
the Attorney General. 

1 . We recommend that no new controversial printed or media attack 
be made upon the Opposition Candidate without the concurrence of the 
Attorney General or his designated Deputy for this purpose . 



2. There should be a marriage of the scheduling operations of 1701 and 
the White House; speakers should be placed under the one or ether 
operation, for the campaign’s duration; and the scheduling of the two 
groups should be regularly and closely co-ordinated so we can avoid 
both over-kill in one area and the neglect of another. 

The attack materials for both ’’surrogates" (who will be the majority) 
and "Speakers Bureau" should be provided from the same source. 

The "schedulers," both at 1701 and the White House, should leave their 
clients with open dates in October to move them into swing states; and 
they should receive regular guidance frem the highest level of the campaign - 
as to where our manpower should be directed. 


A 


THE ANSWER DESK 

This operation was most useful in 1968; it can be made more effective 
in 1972. We recommend that: 

* 

1, An Answer Desk be set up and running in the RNC by the first of 
August, with a report by the 15th of May to 1701 and Buchanan/Khachigian 
as to how it is to be staffed. 

2. That the Answer Desk contain an "expert" on the Democratic 
candidate, a. e : familiar with his positions and statements and record as 
the candidate's own staff. That this expert, from the end of the 
Democratic convention to the first of August, review and glean the entire 
research file on the candidate -- so that we can have available only what 
we will need to use. 


3. That by the 1st of August, the Answer Desk have prepared an Attack 
Briefing Book on the Democratic candidate that has been gleaned and cut 
to usable portions, containing voting records, position on top ten major 
issues of the day, etc. , etc. The book should be put together in such a 
way as to emphasize the negative and the vulnerable; it should contain 
only the best items and quotes, etc. ; it should be brief enough so that it 
will not by its very size prohibit inspection. Buchanan/Khachigian 
operation will look it over, attempt to glean it further; and provide 
paragraphs and pages, which can be inserted into speakers ' kits . 



4211 


This Attack Briefing Book should be updated every several weeks of 
the campaign; it should be provided to all surrogates, Cabinet Officers, 
the Vice President, Dole, Klein, etc. 

4. Names, functions, home and office phone numbers of members of 
the Answer Desk should be in hand at Campaign Headquarters, and 
contained in Attack Briefing Books of all speakers, by August 1. 

5. Answer Desk will provide daily a report of the Democratic candidate's 
attacks (also Vice President and major opposition speakers, if possible) 
plus a response -- to 1701, to the Vice President, White House, etc., 
throughout the campaign. 

6. The Answer Desk should be provided with direct lines into all 
Administration research centers --so they can get immediate access and 
first call on needed information to develop the answer to opposition attacks. 

NIXON STATE CHAIRMEN 

These individuals should be provided as well with Attack Briefing Books 
on the Democrats for their own use; they should be phoned on a regular 
basis as to what issues and what aspect of the opposition they should hit; 
they should be contacted immediately prior to a visit to their state by the 
Democratic candidate. 

We cannot keep a daily watch on the Nixon Chairmen; they will be "left 
to their own devices" most of the time. But when a Democratic candidate, 
Presidential or Vice Presidential arrives, the National HQ, 1701, should 
have something available for the State Chairman -- that is consistent with* 
the present line of attack being pushed at the national level. 

BETTERS OPERATIO N 

We already have had great success in this area. Ken Khachigian should 
be responsible for determining, prior to August 1, that we have 
^a) a beefed up operation at the national level b) "letter operations" at 
the local level in each of the major swing states. This is an excellent 
way to put volunteers to work. The "letters" people at both the State and 
national level should be given the political attack line and regularly; and 
much of their work should be on the attack basis, getting guidance from the 
campaign leadership. Khachigian will get together with those in 1701 to 
determine that this operation is organizationally set -- by August 1 at the 
latest. 
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TRUTH SQUAD 


Occasionally, these have been effective; too often, they are a waste 
of time and money. W.e propose making an effort to make it work 
this year. Basically, we envision the Squad as small, divided between 
the "tough cop" and the "nice cop. " The former handles the gutting of 
the Democratic candidate; the latter the achievements of the President. 

Gentral to this is the advanceman. He need not know how to build a 
crowd; but he must know how to attract media, both television and press. 
The advanceman further should be responsible for getting to the Truth 
Squad, before they touch -down, the "lead" story the Democratic candidate 
has left in the headlines of that day — - and the "lead" story of the day in 
an issue context. 

Reason for above is that the Truth Squad may want to focus on a local 
crime -- pointing up RN's record and statements --or a local strike -- 
pointing up an RN proposal -- rather than the Democratic candidate's 
attack if it has been of a pro forma character. 

Ar ideal of a typical first rate Truth Squad would be Hatchet Man Dole 
t^rth Good Guy Rumsfeld; young, tough, aggressive, attractive and 
willing to mix it up with the Democratic candidate. 

The value of a Truth Squad is not in the faithful it attracts, but the media 
it receives. We ought to take a long second look at how our Truth Squad 
is doing -- three weeks into the campaign -- to determine if it is a 
cost-effective operation. 

THE AX MAN 

In 1968, Humphrey made extremely effective use of George Ball, who 
had independent, excellent foreign policy credentials of his own. Ball 
was willing, without prodding, or even mention, to gut either the President 
or Vice President. He attracted tremendous national media simply on 
his own standing and expertise. Bob Ellsworth performed something of 
this function for us on the Primary Trail -- where he, as "Campaign 
Director" could attract press in his own right; and say those things the 
3 t :-l of !’.••• vcM.dd have to go to confession for. 

In any event, with the Attorney General as Campaign Manager, we should 
have a similar "heavyweight" with a similar title, but no organization 
responsibility, solely a duty to get national press, to get on national 
television shows, and to hammer the opposition candidates. This would 
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be an added .weapon in our arsenal; he eould play the role that Ray Bliss 
was constitutionally ill -designed to play in 1968. The title would not 
cost a dime; it would give us an added voice; he should be a man of stature, 
of Cabinet weight if not rank -- someone who on his own is worthy news. 

We need someone, however, with an instinct for the jugular; he should 
be provided the Attack Briefing Book, all the attack materials, and 
programmed solely for the national media -- not GOP rallies. 

A Nelson Rockefeller -- if he would turn over New York management to 
his aides -- and handle this national attack job, would be the kind of 
individual to whom I am referring. 

SURROG A TES, HILL fc ADMINIST R ATION SPOKESME N 

By September, after the GOP convention, our scheduling operations 
should be married, or co-ordinated totally at the least. We should 
inventory our people -- from the Hill, Cabinet, White House, etc. 
and top Campaign. Management should determine what .states we heavy 
up in -- then the "schedulers" from WH and 1701 should co-ordinate 
the scheduling of our people into these states. 

Running two separate and equal operations is foolish; the needs of the 
campaign should dictate where on- people go; and those needs are best 
determined by Campaign hierarchy. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT 


On the assumption Vice President Agnew is our man, the following 
shoiild be done. His plane should carry at least two top speechwriters, 
the full attack updated briefing book, a telex for direct communication, 
telecopiers, phones from. 1701, etc. Election of 1970 demonstrated 
that V. P. Agnew can get more coverage than any Vice President in 
history; that he makes tremendous copy; he will be the bayonet of the 
Administration in 1972. 

The error in 1970 was not the "Law and Order" issue; it was in not 
realizing how the Vice President could overwhelm the national media in 
three weeks to the point where the issue had already been "made" 
nationally, to the point where by October 1, the Democrats had been 
thrown on the defensive, had re-directed their media to defense the 
issue, had started talking law and order, and were seen climbing in 
and out of police cars. By the time September was over we had played 
out ’’attack" trump and we had no other effective "attack" issues to make. 
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All our. gains of September were thus lost in the attrition of October -- 
when the pendulum swung back. 

Again, the Vice President will have a planeload of reporters with him; 
he will get more media than any other ''attack" resource we have; our 
best writers should be aboard his aircraft. 

In the 19"2 campaign, we should keep before us some of the lessons 
for an attacking candidate -- from 19 68 and 1970: 



1. The old. situation where it took months or weeks to "make" an 
issue, and bring it before the public, no longer obtains. The President 
and the Vice President. -- with the kilowatts of their office -- can "make" 
an issue in’ a matter of days, by repeated hammering. 

2. Correspondingly, issues come and go more rapidly. The Democrats 
got well on "law and order" in October of 1970. This argues strongly 

for a) flexibility on our part, a flexibility we did not show in the last 
two campaigns in shifting cither gears or issues and b) an inventory or 
bank of campaign attack issues so that we can switch off one and onto 

other as the need appears and c) a phased attack plan which can provide 
us ahead of time -- v/hat issue the Administration "attack" people will 
focus upon that week. Instead of shooting our bolt in the first speech 
we should in 1972 bo able to shift easily off of one "attack" issue and onto 
another and then a third, d) We may need to demonstrate the ability -- 
in an even race --to hold back from using available ammunition until 
a later point in the campaign. 

Eisenhower once indicated that while plans were worthless, planning 
was essential. Wc ought to have, by September ) a planned schedule 
of "atUck" on the opposition candidate, which moves from one issue 
to another, in ascending order, until the major attack is not launched 
until October 10th at the earliest -- and see if that schedule works out: in 
the early clays of the campaign. 


Again, what we are suggesting is that a) we have four or five issues 
ready to surface at any time b) we not put all our eggs in a single 
basket and start swinging that basket in September and c) despite 
pressure to go "all out" in September, due to bad polls or the like, we 
"hold back some powder" for October. 
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S ENATOR DOLE & TIIE RNC 

In our view. Bob Dole should be brought in on strategy meetings, 
provided with all the attack materials, plus a, writer; and he should 
be kept focused upon the shortcomings of the Democratic candidates 
rather than respond to O'Brien who will be attacking the President and 
Vice President. 


His scheduling should likewise be co-ordinated with our surrogates; 
he has a position giving him national stature, and access to national 
media. Like, the Vice President, but to a lesser degree, lie should be 
heavied up. 


ACCURACY IN MEDIA 

wWe did not need Edith Efron to inform us of what the national networks 
Mlid to RN in 1968; this has to be prevented in 1972. Suggest establishment ol 
'Fair Coverage Committee" or "Equal Time Committee" which might 
be located in the RNC, which would "clock" precisely the positive and 
negative coverage of presidential and vice presidential candidates on the 
networks. If we are getting anything more than "equal time," this 
committee can remain silent; if we get anything less than equal time, it 
^ should confirm same with Mort Allin's news monitors -- and then send 

a memorandum to John Mitchell who should gel on the horn to the network 
V/ President and point this out, indicating that if it is not corrected, and 

jr equal time not provided -- this will be made an issue in the campaign, 

/ ./and the subject of legislation in the coming Congress. The newspapers 
/ \ 7 fcan do what they want; but we cannot allow NBC to start "making" the 

A\y * economic issue for the Democrats, the way they sought to do it in 1970. 

y j Vy ‘-I 

/r? 



\\'y 'economic 

X C OPE ' S C OUN T ERPA RT 


The most effective instrumentality of the Humphrey campaign was alleged 
to be, not without justification, the AFL-CJO Committee on Political 
Education (COPE). 


COPE's Herculean efforts in 1968 putting out millions of pamphlets, 
attacking specifically the anti-union record of George Wallace, won back 
millions of union voters to the Humphrey banner by election day -- and 
very nearly carried the day for the former Vice President. We have 
nothing to rival COPE -- AMPAC and BIPAC do not have the tens of 
thousands of volunteers that COPE can muster in a particular campaign. 
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But we have the necessary volunteers in our citizens’ groups, GOP 
and youth groups, etc. , in the various states; and we do have the 
needed expertise and writing capacity here in D. C. to emulate theix* 
effort. 

Recommend that soon after the Democratic convention there be 
established one General Committee, with a high-sounding name, and 
other committees tailored to specific issues, i. e. , "United States 
Security Council," which can issue effective attack releases, which 
can then be mailed in bulk to GOP and Citizens Groups for distribution 
in target states. Chuck Colson's shop could have such, one imagines, 
established in a matter of hours. 

The specific committees should zero in on issues -- depending on the 
Democratic candidate -- where the opposition is especially vulnerable. 
For example, were Muskie the nominee, we would have a Committee on 
“Defense of the United States, one on Space, on on Aid to Non-Public 
Schools, etc. 

Again, these committees would issue hard-hitting, targeted material, 
which we would then have distributed by regular GOP troops, outside 
churches, plant gates, ball parks, etc. 

MEDIA ATTACK 


In our view, the Democrats in 1968 were more successful than we in 
using "attack" commercials. They focused on the Vice President, with 
some nasty materials, but also on Social Security and Medicare -- 
suggesting that a vote for Nixon was a vote to diminish both. These were 
effective, selected targeted media attacks -- using commcricals. We 
recommend a program of something similar for this year. Here are 
some ideas. 

1. In areas where bussing is a gut issue, which is likely to be half 
^the metropolitian areas in the United States, and all the South, in 

^September of 1972 -- we run straight one-minute commcricals using 
•Muskie or Humphrey or Kennedy statements in support of bussing. They 
'■ fcugVi, t;ht , md nv'ike their point -- written- and produced 

2. In areas where space is a concern, like Houston, Florida and 
Southern California, we should have spot ads against the Democratic 
votes to cut the space program. 
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.3. Same with defense. The Democrats have voted against almost 
every weapons system proposed by the Administration. Muskie's 
and Kennedy's records are atrocious. We should have a one -minute 
spot on television and radio, in conservative areas, which documents 
these votes against and concludes -- "Senator Muskie voted to strip 
America's defenses below the danger point; President Nixon believes 
that peace requires American strength. Re-elect the President -- Vote 
for Richard Nixon. " 

Further on this issue. We should have the VFW, at their conventions, 
mail the Muskie Defense record to their entire membership. We should 
do a direct mailing to the American Security Council list, if we can get it. 
And take out ads on defense, contrasting RN and Democratic positions 
in* all four conservative publications. 

4. On all the black radio stations in the Swing States, we should run 
ads on Muskie's statement about no blacks for Vice President. "If he - 
doesn't think the time has conie for one of us to be even considered for 
Vice President, then the time has come for Black America to tell Ed 
Muskie we don't; think it is time for him to be considered for President. 
Write in Shirley Chisholm. " 

5. The vSST vote alone, where the Democrats were against us, should 
be used on radio and television and at plant gates throughout the State of 
Washington. Again, a television ad or a radio spot - - just stating the. 
Democrat votes, what it did to Seattle and the State of Washington, hav 
RN fought fcfc'it -- and vote for Richard Nixon. In some cases in these 
ads, it may be sufficient fco attack the Democratic position, simply to 
turn off the voter -- where we have no possibility to winning that particula 
voting bloc. 

6. In the farm belt, -we should be able to contrast Butz "fighting for 
the farmer" with statements by the various Democrats that the prices 
of farm products are too high - - again, targeted comm eri cals to 
specific groups. Every individual has contradictions in his position — 
we ought to-be sure that every concerned group is aware of those of pur 
opposition -- and media attack advertising is the way to do it. Not just 

We will need to get together with the media people prior to the 
Democratic convention; we will want a slice of the media resources and 
advertising budget; we will need to know soon from the advertising 
personnel, what kind of film and tape they can acquire from commercial 
networks, which we can put to use. 
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The Attorney General should clear the media ads -- and draw off the 
poison if there is any -- but we should not hesitate to use them. Most 
of the best pro-media we get will be the President himself, live as 
President; and we ought not overlook this effective mechanism. 

Just as the Democrats ran that ad of the Vice President -- with the 
heart thumping to indicate a heartbeat away in 1968 -- so we ought to 
have the capacity to put together spot ads in a matter of days and have 
them on the air -- as the campaign develops. In any event, we need a 
budget for this -- small pre- convention and much larger post- convention. 

Were Humphrey the candidate, for example, we could run the horror 
clippings of 1968, war, i*iots, coffins, urban violence, crime and say, 
this is the result of what Hubert Humphrey called the "politics of joy" 
in 1968. Let's not go back to that horrible year, 1968 -- let's mo/ e 
forward with President Nixon. 

THE REPUBLICAN CONVENTION 


Just as the largest audience the President had in 1968 was at his August 
convention, so the largest audience the Republican "attack" surrogates 
will have in 19 72 is in San Diego. We need a Walter Judd, or several 
of them out there -- doing the job in 1972 on the Democrats that Judd 
did in I960. 

Following the Democratic convention, we should consider who our 
speakers will be, at what hour and time in San Diego, and guarantee 
that some of the most hard-hitting and tightly drafted attacks on the 
Democratic, candidates come out of that convention. 

The attack speeches should be orchestrated and advanced, with an 
audience cheering at the right lines -- the way the President did it 
himself in 1968, in his acceptance speech. We will get no better chance 
to focus the nation's attention on the weakness of the Democratic 
candidates and the Democratic Party than in 1972 and v/c ought not blow 
all that: national television. 


_B U CT;^ N_A N-KHAC i ll GI AN 

Gur primary role, given the small size, is oversight, and assistance. 

1. Provide checks on various "attack" operations to determine their 
effectiveness in terms of media. 
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2. Take a direct hand in creating radio, TV, spots on the "attack" 
and the pamphlets and help direct where they are to be distributed. 

3. Monitor operations, through news summary staff. 

4. Recommend to Attorney General shifts in strategy -- point up 
when we feel one line of attack is being exhausted, and another might 
be better pursued. In campaign we anticipate regular, if not daily, 
Communication with the top campaign staff on how well things go, and 
where there needs to be a new attack or improvement. 

5. Help draft the speeches the attacks on the Democrats for the 
Republican convention. 

6. Have a seat on the board where the attack strategy on the Democrats 
is being considered, and where states are being selected. Further, we 
will need to have direct access to the poll data of the campaign, so that 
we can know where the attacks should be directed, against whom and how 
in what states. 

7. Produce, with a small group, some of the covert materials -- i. e. , 
matter we would not want to be identified with, but nothing that would be 
wholly destructive, if uncovered. 

8. Over see update of the briefing books. 

GENERAL THOUGHTS 

1. In the turmoil of a campaign, it is likely that centralism will 
break down; that is net unexpected, nor necessarily bad; however, it is 
important that we attempt to impose some kind of strategy upon our 
surrogates who are making the attack, and the other instrument s we have. 

2. After the August convention, for certain, we ought to go at once on 
the attack - -as we did in 1970. We have the forums to command the 
media, and we ought to throw the Democrats on the defensive and keep 
them there -- so that they have no chance to make their issues, in 
particular the "economic issue". There is no reason -- given our superior 
media position -- that we can't dominate the news. 

3. Avoid at all costs the kind of "attack" by individuals or media or 
ad that opens us to the "Tricky Dick" charge, or the "Old Gutfighter" 
a U e g a tion. Granted that the press is less indulgent with us than with 
/_ copy illegible_/ 
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4. Keep in mind that* there are only two deadlines every day, and 
one evening news show; If an attack has captured the media, no need 
to top it with a new one; let it ride. 

5. Start the attacks early in the campaign, as the number of undecided 
is then largest. Again, however, we should show the kind of flexibility 
we did not in 3.968, by being able to open up an entirely new front in 
mid-October, if some other attack is being countered or stalled. The 
old military adage -- always commit your reserves from a new 
direction -- should here apply. 

6. The last five days of the campaign, we should close up shop -- 
and everyone who is not tongue-tied should be out in the boonies on as 
m'any radio, television, speech appearances as he can fill. The last 
voice heard in the campaign may be the one to which some swing voter 
hearkens. About one week before the end of the campaign, we can no 
longer rely on Red Blount' s fellows to deliver our message to the 
outlanders; we have to start using the phone -- and everybody who can 
skate should be out on the ice. 

7. When the candidates are determined, there should be a strategy 
meeting of sorts to determine what " personal " aspects of the Democratic 
candidate are vulnerable; and while these may not be the grist for attack 
ads, we should get them out to our speakers. For Muskie, for example, 
"instability, " his outburst of temper, his breaking down completely 
after criticism from a publisher. For Kennedy, "immaturity, " "playboy ; 
etc. 


8. The Congressmen who will be running, especially those who 

are safe, should be given -- via phone -- the line to hit for the President, 
the attack line, in a boiler room operation, plus last mailed materials 
one week prior to election, with phone calls for any late update. 

9. Finally, the attack strategy, as stated, should be flexible; it may 
be that after making attacks early in the campaign, we want to go over 
to promise what we arc going to do for America in the second term, to 
ignore the opposition. Perhaps the polls will tell us that is the approach 
to take. If so, no problem; we would as soon walk to victory as run. 
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Exhibit No. 182 

: “Vi April 12, 1972 

CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 

Attached is a plan for our activities at the Democratic National 
Convention which was written by Patrick J. Buchanan and Kenneth 
Nhachigian. We recommend that you approve this plan. 



CONFIDENTIAL 
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THE W r..TE HOUSE 
WAS h iNOTON 

April 10, 1972 

CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM TO: JOHN MITCHELL 

H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN/KEN KHACHIGIAN 


Understand that we have a suite of rooms at the For.tainbleau in Miami 
Beach, as we did at the Conrad Hilton in Chicago. Following plan 
outlines our recommendations as to the best use of personnel and 
communications in Miami Beach during the Democrat Confab in July. 

t 

)■ J PERSONNEL -- Two "spokesmen" who have national credentials, who 
(/* y r are effective on the media, who are politically savvy, who can do 
s 'S* $ i -television, press conferences and backgrounders -- with great credibility. 
' One would be a "tough cop" to counter- attack; the other the "nice cop" 
i E' to praise the President's record, and to answer more in sorrow than 
■ ^ .v T—V'- anger the charges being elevated. One writer in residence. Two secre- 
^ ■; ,\> : taries to run the machinery and to do the typing. (They can be provided 

' V ■ by the Dace County GOP. ) A press officer out of 1701 who can gather 
. U . the media. 



EQUIPMENT -- Some Nixonaires should be in the suite regularly, to 
attract media, and to serve drinks. One of the primary functions of the 
press officer and spokesman is to continually feed the "line" to visiting 
press. The "reception room" should be functioning almost around the 
clock. And the individuals sent should have good rapport with the national. 


press. 


Two typewriters, xerox machines, a dex and telex machine will be 
essential, to receive research and background materials from RNC, and 
from the Answer Desk — which could be operational as of that date. 
Further, there should be security in the communications room and all 
rooms, excepting the hospitality suite at all times to prevent some of 
our friends from seizing in- coming materials --to prevent the "planting" 
of salacious anti -Democratic literature in our quarters. 
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PUBLICITY -- The Republican Forward Observation Post should be 
made public; the first of the personnel should arrive arour. 1 the opening 
day pf the Convention, when the major media starts. It should spend 
almost all of its time with the national press. As for any "intelligenc e" 
function, this seems highly unlikely -- that will be done by the networks, 
and the Observation Post will have neither the personnel nor contacts to 
be undertaking this kind of assignment. 

The purpose of the group is, foremost, to make news --to piggy back 
on the enormous media coverage that will be provided for the Democrats, 
to point the finger at running sores in the Democratic convention. 

If. however, Miami Beach becomes a re-run of Chicago, the best posture 
of the Observation Post would be one of near absolute public silence - - 
getting out of the way of the best possible story we can have. Just serve 
drinks then, make background comments, that if they can't unite and run 
their own convention, how can they unite and run their own country. 

If the convention goes well, then the Forward Observation Team can 
comment ^on the proceedings, on who is being "shafted" on any attacks 
against the President -- can point up as well any differences between the 
.Democratic Platform of 1972 and -that of 1968. 

7 

further, because what the country sees of the convention will come 
''from the tube -- the "line" should go to the Observation Post from 
AYashington, not the other way around. The political chieftains here, 
who have access to full monitoring of the networks, should be making 
the decision as to what the response should be. 

Or. ’’response 1 ' to Democratic attacks, in Q and A, of course, the 
FOP would have autonomy. 

DANGERS -- If all hell breaks loose down there, they could conceivably 
point up to the Republicans at the Fontainbleau to distract attention from 
themselves. Secondly, they could "plant" the kind of materials that would 
embarrass us; thirdly, they could get some demonstrators to indicate 
that the Republicans up there told us to come down here and "raise hell. " 
Anyone at the Observation Post should be clean as a hound's tooth -- and 
the Observation Post should have no hand in any "covert operations" ongoing 
in Miami. 
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RESEARCH FACILITIES -- There is in PJB's judgment no great need 
for these down in Miami; any research can be done here -- and twixea 
down to the Command Post. Aiso, a phone call from Miami can get that 
material from Washington. 

Presumably the ‘'speakers" in Miami will know how to respond to an 
O'Brien attack, and if any research needs to be done, the "writer" in 
Miami car. get it from D. C. Our Answer Desk at RXC could be in 
operation by then providing the materials from RNC regularly to Miami. 

Further, the Shumway and Magrucer operations and Buchanan and 
Khachigian should remain in regular touch with the Command Post -- 
transmitting any directives that come out of the political operation here. 

ISSUES -- The Observation Post can call attention to any groups that 
are being shafted at the convention, such as the Wallace delegates, or the 
"kids"; it should be little and disparage the Democratic Platform; it 
should be able to "leak" stories indicating whom Washington believes to 
be strongest or weakest; it should be in a position to make predictions, etc. 

The press Vnan at the post should be able to whip up a press release; he 
should be in contact with the major network shows; he should be in regular 
contact with our operation and 1701 -- and we should be getting instructions 
from the top. 

OfHER ACTIVITIES -- We should give consideration to scheduling our 
primary "surrogates" in major media centers inside and outside of 
Washington during the Democratic Convention. They can make the most 
news in their forums -- by keying off the Democratic Convention. If it is 
a shambles, they should make the point in the city or region where they 
are sepaking. This will require some scheduling of top speakers, such 
as the Vice President, Senator Dole, and surrogates -- during this period 
of the summer. And thoughts on the "line" should be forthcoming to each 
from the Political Operation at 1701, or out of here --as determined by 
the political leadership. 

This will be a time of Democratic dominance of the networks. If their 
show is a horror show -- we can just get out of the way, or simply point 
to it. If they are doing well, then we should be "jamming" their 
communications a bit by getting on the air and in the press to the maximum 
degree possible with rebuttal during the convention’s duration. 

All "surrogiies" out on the road during this period should be also kept in 
touch with RXC's Answer Desk, as well as 1701, for information and the 
"line. " 
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Exhibit No. 183 





April 14, 1972 


CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL 
FROM: JEB 3. MAGRUDEU 

Attached for your consideration and review is a memo- 
randum which was prepared by Pat Buchanan and Ken 
Khachigian concerning contender tracking and strategy. 

Attachment 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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April 12, 1972 


MEMORANDUM TO: JOHN MITCHELL 

H.R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN /KEN KHACHIGIAN 


Our primary objective, to prevent Senator Muskie from sweeping the 
early primaries, locking up the convention in April, and uniting the 
Democratic Party behind him for the fall, has been achieved. The 
likelihood -- great three months ago -- that the Democratic Convention 
could become a dignified coronation ceremony for a centrist candidate 
who could lead a united party into the election --is now remote. 

The purpose of this memo is to suggest new goals -- and to elicit 
advice from the campaign leadership on how to proceed — and against 
whom. Had we our druthers, we would at this point choose as 
opponents McGovern, Humphrey, Muskie and Kennedy in that order. 
Here is the way the primaries shape up at present, in both our judgment 
and that of the more respected politicians about, in the media and 
Democratic Party. 

WISCONSIN -- April 4: The Wisconsin returns made McGovern a 
credible candidate and whipped up a Goldwaterlike enthusiasm for him 
throughout the country, from which he will benefit from now until July. 
He has inherited the media enthusiasm Big Ed retained with the Cape 
St. Elizabeth Show 18 months ago. Humphrey lost a golden opportunity 
to assume the mantle of front-runner; he was injured in terms of 
November; he lost the publicity and momentum that went to McGovern 
and could have been his. Bui he is still very viable. Muskie was 
crippled, but not killed. Wallace was strengthened for the merry month 
of May, which we anticipate he will dominate. 

MASSACHUSETTS tz PENNSYLVANIA -- .April 25: Both states have 
personality as well as 'delegate contests. HUM, McGovern, Muskie 
and V' : arc* ->••■>: t’ ballot in both. Howe ver, Humphrey is 
concentrating on Pen:: .. y Iv&nia to tin: exclusion of Massachusetts; 
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and McGovern is focusing upon Massachusetts with only targeted 
districts in Pennsylvania. Muskie, who is in danger of being whipsawed 
in the two primaries, seems to have opted to make his major effort in 
Pennsylvania. The 182 delegates in Pa. , compared to 102 in Mass, is 
clearly one reason. Another is that Muskie seems to believe now that 
he stands a better chance of becoming the Regulars' candidate acceptable 
to the Left, than the Left's candidate acceptable to the Regulars. 

At this point Humphrey looks like the winner in Pennsylvania, which will 
give him a leg up in Ohio a week later. And Muskie who two months ago 
was a 4-1 favorite in Massachusetts could conceivably lose both 
primaries on April 25. If he does, he has another bullet hole in him -- 
though he may still not be completely de,ad. 

INDIANA, OHIO, ALABAMA, AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -- May 2 
In D. C. Walter Fauntroy is favorite son, about whom no more need be 
said. Alabama is inconsequential. In Indiana, all the major candidates 
seem to be abandoning this primary to George Wallace, and at this point 
Wallace will win the Indiana Primary and the headlines that go with it -- 
setting himself up for Michigan, and other good things to come. Muskie 
has just cibout pulled up stakes; Hubert is focusing on Ohio, and McGovern 
is simply not a statewide winner -- give this one to Wallace. 

Ohio, however, is another story. The winner of Pennsylvania a week 
before -- we believe HHH will take it for the first primary win in his 
political lifetime -- will have the whip hand here. Muskie will contest 
this with all he has; if he loses here as well as Pennsylvania, it becomes 
difficult to see how he can last another month, till California. McGovern 
is here - -as everywhere -- targeting on delegates, to pick up a few 
even if he loses the primary by a major margin. It's HHH or Muskie in 
Ohi o. We pick Humphrey here as well. 

AVALLACE MONTH 

TENNESSEE -- May 4: Everybody's abandoning this one to Wallace, 
who should sweep it -- along with 40-45 of the delegates. 

NORTH CAROLINA -- May 6: Everyone is abandoning North Carolina 

as well -- everyone that is expect Terry Sanford. We give North 
Carolina to George Wallace also. (If Sanford should upset Wallace 

here, biyhly unlikely, be will be Tom Wicker's "New South" hew* for 
next month. ) 
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NEBRASKA & WEST VIRGINIA -- May 9: West Virginia will feature 
a head-on between Wallace and Hubert Humphrey, the only two 
candidates on the popular ballot. If Humphrey whips Wallace he will 
get immense favorable publicity -- good both in Maryland and Michigan. 
He will look more and more to the Regulars as the Regular to support 
all the way. If Wallace beats Humphrey here, it will be a humiliation 
for Hubert, and the Democratic Party nationally -- exposing just how 
far away the national leadership of the Party has gotten from its base. 
Wallace's momentum for North Carolina and Tennessee will be working 
in his favor here. (Anyway to help Mr. Wallace here would help in 
November. ) 

Nebraska -- everyone is on the ballot. It is a McGovern target state; 
he could do well here. We have no real reading. 

MARYLAND & MICHIGAN -- May 16: If Humphrey has defeated Muskie 
in both Pennsylvania and Ohio -- then both these states shape up as 
Humphrey versus Wallace contests, and either man could win both of 
them, or one of them. 

Maryland has 53 delegates and Michigan 132. The latter is the major 
northern industrial state most suited to a Wallace campaign, as bussing 
is "the" issue. 

Yet, there is no way to predict the outcome here - -as much will depend 
on what has gone before. If Wallace and Humphrey do as we predict 
in the previous primaries, then the Maryland and Michigan contests 
should be showdowns between the two, with McGovern picking up his 
customary handful of delegates in both. Muskie has formal UAW 
support, but if he loses Pennsylvania and Ohio, and does not win 
Massachusetts, that UAW endorsement will be more an embarrassment 
to Woodcock than an advantage to Big Ed. 

Note: Cross-over voting is allowed in Michigan. Again, our people 

should go for Wallace and McGovern. 

OREGON & RHODE ISLAND -- May 16: Rhode Island with 22 delegates 
is Muskie country; and if Big Ed is still alive, if not well, these 
delegates should be his. Oregon, with 34 delegates, is symbolically 
important -- giventhe nature of the state, and the media attention it 
invariably receives. Everyone is on the ballot in Oregon -- including 
Teddy. In the wake of Wisconsin, some have already conceded Oregon 
to AicXiovetj;; ’out whether lie carries Cite state veil ciepeitti greatly 
on how well he does in the intervening six weeks between now and then. 
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Jackson's support is not strong in Oregon; and it is difficult to see 
how he can last until then. More likely, this will be a McGovern, 
Humphrey and Muskie contest -- again, depending on whether or not 
Muskie is still alive. 

Muskie' s polls which showed him leading in Oregon are now as out of 
date as all his other polls. No projections here -- but this is central 
to McGovern's planning. 

CALIFORNIA, NEW MEXICO, SOUTH DAKOTA & NEW JERSEY -- June 6 
Despite Wallace's challenge, South Dakota's 17 have to go to McGovern. 
New Mexico's eighteen -- who knows -- likely a split between Humphrey 
and Muskie, and perhaps Wallace, who says he may work the state. 

New Jersey is one of the two crucial primaries of the day -- though it 
will be overshadowed by California, which is Big Casino. In Jersey 
there are 109 delegates; Muskie had the upper hand here, but appears 
to have lost it as both former Governor Hughes and Senator Williams 
are backing away from him. This redounds to Humphrey's benefit. 

He is probably the favorite here, with McGovern again targeting on 
districts where he can pick up delegates. (Wallace has not decided yet 
on a major push here, though he has two weeks left to file. ) 

California is where it is at for the Democrats, with 271 votes -- winner 
take all. This is nearly a fifth of what is needed for nomination. This 
prize, the possibility of seizing it for bargaining leverage and prestige, 
is what may keep a bedraggled Ed Muskie in the race. 

Wallace could not get on the ballot; McCarthy will not campaign and 
Jackson will have pulled out by then --- in our estimate. This leaves it 
between Humphrey and George McGovern. If Muskie stays in and has 
any appreciable support, then what he draws from Humphrey could well 
give the Golden State to George McGovern. McGovern has organization 
here, enthusiasm, and money; and it could pay off. 

Further, he is the lone candidate on the Left for the balance of the 
primaries -- and thus the more "centrists" left in the primaries -- 
Jackson, HHH, Muskie or Wallace -- the merrier for George McGovern. 

NEW YORK -- June 20: New York' s 278 delegates is the largest, but 
this will be split up considerably by the time it gets to Miami. New York 
does not have a statewide vote; moreover, the delegate slates do not 
have 'he candidates' names appended. So voe vole for delegate, John 
.'I ones | and that is that. Candid, , (end to ; ol popular figures pled'./ d to 
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them to run for delegate; strong grass roots effort is essential here; 
so McGovern should do extremely well in the Empire State, probably 
more delegates than anyone .else, but not more than 100. 

THE NON- PRIM A R Y, S TA T ES 

Several points need to be made. 

A) Regular Democrats are not doing as well as they have in the 
past. 

B) A lot of liberals are getting into the convention who weren't 
there in 1968. 

C) Unions are not doing as well. 

D) There are sizable numbers of "undecided" delegates winning -- 
and we do not know precisely to whom they will go. 

E) McGovern is doing extremely well in non-primary states, 
maximizing his potential -- when George is winning them in Georgia, 
and Virginia, and picking off two-thirds of the Kansas delegation, it 
means they have a Goldwater type operation going, and going well. 

THE SCENARIOS 

SCOOP JACKSON -- No way we can see him winning the nomination, 
and no reason for his continuing much further. Wallace has eclipsed 
him on the party's social conservative right. We predict Jackson will 
either be out after Ohio or after Oregon -- the longer he stays in, 
however, the better for us, as he draws votes that would otherwise be 
Humphrey's or Muskie' s -- and so he aids George McGovern. 

HUBERT HUMPHREY -- Victory for Hubert lies in knocking Muskie 
out of the race in Pennsylvania and Ohio, in taking West Virginia and 
Michigan and Maryland from George Wallace, and winning California. 
Humphrey, in our view, is the odds-on favorite to become the. Last 
Best Hope of the parly Regulars against the McGovern ins urgert s. By 
and large, he does not contest any more major primary races with 
McGovrn. dir. cU’/. head- tu> - before !h» decisive California primary. 
His competition in Pennsylvania and Ohio is Muskie, and if he takes 
Muskie out of the play there he contests Wallace in West Virginia, 
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Clearly, once Muskie is eliminated -- if he is Humphrey’s approach 
in California is to paint George McGovern to the Regulars as the death- 
knell of the Democratic Party they have known. Even should Hubert 
lose California narrowly, he will likely carry New Jersey and pull some 
delegates out of New York. 

Our problem with HHH is that he has never won a contested Democratic 
Presidential primary. 

ED MUSKIE -- It is truly ten minutes to midnight for Big Ed. If he 
loses both Massachusetts and Pennsylvania on April 25 -- which he 
could -- it is hard to see how he can regain his momentum to become 
the Candidate of the Party Regulars. McGovern has already locked up 
the Eeft. 

Muskie’ s chance to rehabilitate himself comes April 25 in Pennsylvania, 
and then a week later in Ohio. If he wins the first, he can conceivably 
win the second, and become himself the Candidate of the Regulars 
the last man who can prevent a McGovern nomination. The problem for 
the Regulars is that unless they settle on a single candidate before 
California, they are going to lose California --to McGovern. From 
our standpoint, then, it would be good to have Muskie win something, 
good to have him and Jackson stay around for the California primary. 

Muskie is today in a position not dissimilar from RN in 1968 -- had RN 
not swept the primaries. Had Miami come down to a three-way contest 
between RR, NR and RN -- then as soon as it appeared, the left or right 
candidate would win -- RN in the center would become the beneficiary 
of the opposite wing's support. In other words, had Nixon not won on 
the first ballot, he could still have won on a later ballot, by getting the 
panicked Rockefeller support, should Reagan rise, and the panicked 
Reagan support should Rockefeller approach the nomination. 

Ed’s second chance lies in the fact that he is more acceptable to the 
Left than Humphrey and to the Regulars than McGovern. 

Absenting only Teddy Kennedy, he still has the best chance of uniting 
the Democratic Party today. 

One final note: Muskie could -come alive and well if he should two weeks 
from i i o win both i\ nn.-y Iva ni a and Masse chm-otts'. That could bring 
him to life in an instant - - and though highly unlikely, il is not altogether 
outside the realm of possibility. 
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GEORGE MCGOVERN -- McGovern has these assets going for him: 

A) He is maximizing his support in the non-primary states, with 
a hustling team maximizing his support and winning him, nickel and 
dime, delegates in some of the damndest places. 

B) Even in the primary states where he is very nearly conceding 
defeat, such as New Jersey, Maryland, Michigan -- he will be picking 
up small pockets of delegates. 

C) He has momentum after Wisconsin; he has generated tremendous 
enthusiasm on the Left; he has convinced the True Believers that they 
can take over the party; and their challenge now has a "credibility 1 'it 
has never previously had. 

D) He is targeting well. The states he says he can win -- he can 
conceivably win, i. e. , Massachusetts, Nebraska, Oregon, South 
Dakota, California and New' York. 

E) He will go to Miami with support in every section of the country 
if not damn near every state. 

D) The convention he goes to will be mar e liberal and conscience 

oriented than any previous convention since the GOP in 1964. If 
Kennedy stays out and the convention goes more than two ballots, a 
lot of delegates are going to vote their hearts instead of their heads -- 
and the Democratic Party could wind up with this fellow as nominee. 

McGovern's problems are apparent; he is of course anathema to 
conservative Democrats; but also, after Massachusetts, he is going 
to have a dry spell in terms of publicity for a few weeks -- and this 
could hurt him if Humphrey is dominating the news and building 
momentum with headline victories. 

GEORGE WALLACE -- As someone put it, if Wallace were nominated, 
the Democratic Party would self-destruct on his way to the rostrum. 
There is no scenario for a Wallace nomination. However, he could take 
300 delegates into the convention; his delegates will be challenged; 
anything is likely to happen; there is no way now to predict what he will 
clo or what will be done to him -- the Democrats themselves will have 
to decide that. 



4233 


OUR NEXT GOAL 

What we need now is a decision on whom we want to run against . W e 
believe that McGovern is our candidate for dozens of reasons. He 
could be painted as a left- radical candidate, the Goldwater of the 
Democratic Party; and at this point in time we would inundate him. 

The Wallace Democrats, South and North, as well as the Daley and 
Meany Democrats, would have to take hemlock to support a fellow 
whose major plantvis to chop 32 billion out of defense. Also, he is 
weak with the blacks, and would have to cater to that vote --to his 
great disadvantage. Humphrey can take the blacks for granted in a 
contest with the President. 

If we want McGovern -- and we believe we should -- then what we want 
is a showdown in Miami between the Regulars and the Left between 
Humphrey and McGovern with McGovern winning. And if McGovern 
loses that showdown -- then by all means, we want Humphrey. The 
Left would never take him again; he would guarantee a horror show in 
Miami Beach and a walkout of the Left following. 

Muskie is our third choice -- the reason being that Muskie, despite his 
weaknesses is still a potentially unifying candidate for the Democrats, 
after a Humph rey-McGovern deadlock. 

. EDWARD MOORE KENNEDY 

Evans -Novak, in a column that looks to have coine from the horsds 
mouth, say that Kennedy would accept a genuine draft. He is in the 
catbird* s seat today. Tough there will be pressure on him to endorse 
McGovern --if McGovern carries Massachusetts two weeks from today -« 
he can sit back and observe until July. 

If the convention deadlocks on the first ballot, and if there is a deep 
division within the Democratic Party -- he is the major unifying 
figure on the national scene today. Though he would be unacceptable 
to the South, in a national election, he would bring to his candidacy all 
the McGovern support, plus the Kennedy charisma, plus the support 
of the Meany s and Daleys. A Democratic Party deeply divided, thirsting 
for unity arid victory, would welcome a Kennedy. 

.For this .-w;son, v. : v do nojL boli cv e our .slruU.gy should h . ■. to flush 

Kennedy out. As Kennedy is elevated, McGovern recedes -- and 
V'c Want McGovern, 
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Just as it would have been foolish for LBJ -- who wanted Goldwater 
in April --to flush out and elevate the more formidable RN -- so it 
is foolish for us we believe to flush out and elevate EMK -- when he 
is far stronger and more dangerous than McGovern. We should elevate 
and assist McGovern in every way conceivable. 

Nor can we surface Kennedy --if he doesn’t want to be surfaced. If 
we indicate we are apprehensive about his candidacy, that makes his 
candidacy more likely. 

Right now, Kennedy is still in the background. There is a liberal media 
love affair going on with George McGovern; they will help George against 
Humphrey and we should help him as well. Every notch we move 
Kennedy up, we move McGovern down a peg. What we should do is 
begin publicly to take George McGovern seriously, and any pressure 
we could place upon EMK to endorse McGovern as the leader of the 
Left should be exerted. We might even attack McGovern to elevate 
him -- also, to get the record on him into the media. 

McGovern has a long shot at the nomination, a very long shot. But if 
he wins,, we win. Let's let him have his run at the nomination, and 
assist him in eveiy way we can. Today, he gets 5 percent of a 
Democratic vote nationally; a.nd RN swamps him in the polls -- and 
people do not yet know what a wild man he is. McGovern's The One. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN MITCHELL 

H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 

With the great success of McGovern and subsequent pullout of 
Muskie, the chances of a McGovern nomination are immensely 
improved. Thus, we must do as little as possible., at this time, 
to impede McGovern's rise. 

Though he may act irresponsibly and make wild attacks, we 
should, by and large, resist the temptation and leave him alone. 
Vietnam is the exception. He can be hit hard on this subject -- 
a point which not only elevates his candidacy but also gets the 
President's position restated while reinforcing the strong anti-war 
sentiment behind McGovern. 

On the other hand, the ammunition which will be our stock in the 
campaign -- the extremist, radical labels; the pro-amnesty and 
pro-abortion positions; the radical chic; the gut-the-rnilitary 
attitude; etc. -- should be held in abeyance until we are reasonably 
sure McGovern has the nomination. 


The temptations will be high in many quarters to go after 
McGovern, but word ought to go out io lay off with but few excep- 
tions. We have plenty of time to attach labels later, and the same 
labels which will defeat McGovern for the Presidency are the. 
same labels which could prevent him from getting the nomination. 
Let's not do Hubert's work for him. 
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Exhibit No. 185 

TriZ white .~:gusz 

WASHINGTON 

June 2, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: K. R. HARDEMAN 

JOHN MITCHELL 

FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 

Ai your request and with the considerable assistance of 
the RNC research people, we have put together a basic attack 
document. Due to the simple volume of materials available 
and the rush of events, we felt it would be near impossible as 
well as unwise to put this together as the comprehensive 
contender attack piece. In point of fact some of the most 
damaging things coming out of the California primary have 
yet to be entered simply due to time constraints. 

As you are reading this, we are currently working on 
another set of materials which takes this basic raw information 
aha works it into speech insert formats. The focus is on 
McGovern and what is being done is to take one or two out- 
rageous quotes on a particular issue -- say, defense -- and 
putting it into a text which frames the argument for our spokesmen.' 
In a sense, we are preparing an attack briefing book the first 
complete edition of which should be ready this coming week. A 
separate document for use by the press corps will also be prepared 
in the near future. 

In. the meantime, the attached materials are for your review, 
and r>o dissemination has been made, pending your comments. 

•Also attached is a copy of the Domestic Council response to the 
DNC FACT production. I feel this document is not useful to us 
in the campaign, not because it reflects poor work, but because the 
issues therein are deadbeat issues. I suggest also that the FACT 
publication is little known and probably less quoted, and to use the 
Domestic Council -prepared materials extensively might simply 
elevate the DNC attack. At best, we recommend that FICTION 1972 
be put in pamphlet form as a "suggested" response by our spokesmen 
if they are confronted by the DNC attacks. 

Finally, unless you object, we are going to Defense for a crash 
study or. McGovern's defense proposals with breakdowns such as 
how many jobs would be lost, how many bases closed down, strategic 
considerations, etc. The same will be done with his domestic tax 
and welfare proposals. 
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Exhibit No. 186 

June 6_j_ 1972 

MEMORANDUM TO: JOHN MITCHELL 

FROM: PATRICK J. BUCHANAN 


We agree with virtually everyone that post- California, the Mc Govern 
Record must begin to become part of the public record. The national 
perception of McGovern as a moderate and even a conservative must 
begin to change -- before McGovern begins changing his positions 
from left toward center. We have all the necessary materials in our 
judgment -- in an Assault Book to be ready tomorrow possibly -- to 
tar McGovern as an extremist. Not in our memory has there been 
such a wealth of material with which to tag a national candidate as an 
extremist; and if we fail here, the price will be significant as McGovern 
could then conceivably march into November as the "Citizens Candidate" 
with the cleanest national image since Mr. Eisenhower. Booting our 
opportunity would be a tragedy -- the important questions are not 
wjiether we get our materials on the public record; but timing and tone 
and degree and emphasis. ■ 

In our judgment Humphrey's effort to tar- McGovern as an extremist 
was a gross failure because a) Humphrey came off as a politician in 
panic, making wild accusations against a calm, conservative appearing 
fellow; b) his tone of attack was negative and bitchy and strident; 
c) it came too late in the game. 

In our efforts, which we feel can begin with the Re-elect campaign 
statement, following McGovern's smashing victories -- we can avoid 
these pitfalls. 

First, McGovern will be in his pinnacle of glory -- he will have a 
sympathetic press, even an indulgent one -- and the Nixon Campaign 
Statement should not go hard against the grain of this national sentiment, 
should not be immediately "rough and" tough. " Some congratulations, 
generosity and whimsy in that statement might well fit the occasion. 

But at least one crucial part of our message — perhaps iteration of 
his welfare reform proposals and awe at the cost to taxpayers -- should 
be reflected in the statement by John Mitchell. 

The next occasion we understand will be Ibe appearance by Mr. Mitchell 
on Sunday. For that, we think we either ought to prepare a briefing 
paper, plus a book -- or make some sort of joint determinaf ion as fb 
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what points we wish to get across in this national forum. The ex-AG 
will be able to make headlines on this -- we can determine ourselves 
which of the materials we have we want dropped here, and iterated 
by our speakers around the country. 

Our tone should at all costs, avoid any sense of being embattled; we 
should be generous to George, if you will, but looking forward with 
enthusiasm to the contest. Any talk of McGovern being an easy mark 
should be eschewed. We probably have on record right now ninety per 
cent of the outrageous or idiotic positions or statements Mr. McGovern 
will take -- and we have five months in which to get those to the 
American people. 

There is no need now to shoot it all out of the cannon. We should feed 
it out to the public in morsels -- one at a time -- and wait until the 
public has digested one outrageous position, and McGovern has been 
f orced to answer -- before moving onto another. Here, rather than a 
sudden massive attack -- a very gradual escalation, it seems to me, is 
in order -- husbanding our resources, and dealing them out bit by bit. 

We will proceed -- unless told otherwise --to draft a statement for , 
Mr. Mitchell post- California, and have it ready for him by noon on 
Wednesday. 

1. There is a strong feeling on our part that the term "radical” 
was overused in 1970; that it has lost much of its electric charge; that 
the term "extremist" is a far more difficult one to defend against; and 
that in our on-going effort against McGovern -- his positions and he 
himself should be characterized as "extremist" in character, not 
"radical. " 

2. A portion of this Assault Book -- perhaps the segments dealing 
with the au courant and controversial issues -- should be moved out to 
columnists and editorial writers. Some portion of the Assault Book 
should be put into the hands of surrogates, for their use, in coming weeks 
before the Democratic Convention. The segments should be chosen by 
the Attorney General. Again, we would recommend that right now, we 
restrict ourselves to "seconding” the allegations of Humphrey and 
Jackson, not using too much of th'e unused material immediately -- and 
quoting Democratic attacks on McGovern as much as initiating new ones. 
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3. There are already some press appalled at McGovern's potential 
candidacy -- and there is no certainty the regular Democrats -- after 
their shellacking today -- are going to roll over and play dead. Far 
better if they do the preliminary hatchet work. They are a good deal 
more credible than we at this game. Before we move, we should know 
what, if anything, Daley, Meany and LBJ, etc. , plan to do. 

4. There is an interesting development shaping up. McGovern's 
ambitious children seem to be busy "stealing" Wallace delegates -- 
and playing false, by "ripping off" the Wallace delegations in Tennessee 
and elsewhere, places like Michigan. This is excellent. We should 
hold back commenting upon the process, which Governor Carter is 
raising hell about, until it is accomplished -- and then accuse the 
Democratic Convention of shafting the legitimate popular winner, and 
stealing the delegates of a bed-ridden martyr. 

5. . Quietly, and right now, we should put to work --as far away 
from us as possible -- arrin-depth of the background, character, 
financial deals, land transactions, loans, business associations of 
George McGovern. Was he associated with Billy Sol Estes or Bobby 
Baker; who are his sugar daddies back in the Dakotas? In short, a 
thorough, intensive investigation of the kind that the liberal press did 
on Vice President Agnew in 1968. 

6. Post-California, let's proceed along these lines for the next 
week. But, on our view, there should be more input, and we should 
await more reactions -- from the four primaries Tuesday -- before 
"locking in" to any strategy all the way to the Convention. 

Again',' our immediate recommendation is a "gracious" response to 
McGoyern's win -- a response which at the same time moves onto the 
public', record McGovern's welfare proposals -- and raises the question 
of whe're the tax monies will be coming from to put all these millions 
of Americans on welfare. 
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Exhibit No. 187 


June 8, 1972. 

ASSAULT STRATEGY 

Buehanan/Khachigian 

Herewith the Assault Book on which Ken Khachigian and I have been working 
the past week. Within are enough McGovern statements, positions, votes, not only 
to defeat the South Dakota Radical — but to have him indicted by a Grand Jury. 
If we can get these positions before the public ; and if the election hinges upon 
issues — only with enormous effort could we boot this election away. 

However, in addition to the statements, issues and positions of George Mc- 
Govern there are ‘preceptions” which we must address as well — “perceptions” 
that, unless dramatically altered, could give us considerable difficulty in the fall. 

1. In a country where the “politician’’ is in increasing disrepute, George 
McGovern is perceived as a candid, honest straightforward, citizen non-politician. 

2. In a nation where the “Establishment” is viewed with a mixture of frustra- 
tion and contempt by left, right and the angry Wallace center — George McGovern 
is perceived by many as an anti-status quo, anti-Establishment figure — the candi- 
date of the common man. 

3. In a political year when the mood, we are told, is “throw the rascals out,” 
we are the “ins” and Mr. McGovern is perceived clearly as one of the “outs.” He 
is outside the power elite of the Democratic Party ; he is perceived as outside 
the power elite of the American Government. 

4. George McGovern has been and remains the “underdog” in a nation that has 
always had a warm spot for the “underdog.” 

5. In a era when the public yearns constantly for a “new face,” George Mc- 
Govern is the newest, freshest face on the national scene, and the face of Richard 
Nixon is the most familiar of any political figure in the United States. 

Before addressing how I feel we should deal generally with each of these “per- 
ceptions,” and specifically with the assault materials provided let me add these 
concerns : 

1. The Republican Party is sleek and fat and incumbent. Our Conservative foot 
soldiers who out-marched the Democrat’s union troops in 1968 are sullen, bitchy, 
angry. Our little old ladies in tennis shoes are not all enamoured of H.R. 1, wage 
and price controls, and $100 billion in deficits — while George McGovern has an 
organization the likes of which the U.S. has not seen since the Goldwater Legions. 

He has tens of thousands of True Believers, working night and day for him — 
spurred on by unanticipated triumphs and the anticipation of running the “Old 
Politics” right out of the White House. 

As of now, in a seat of the pants judgment, I would say that if we are running 
50-50 with George McGovern in the polls election day — he could conceivably beat 
us by four to six points, on the basis of his first-rate get-out-the-vote machinery. 

2. The hard-fought Democratic parimaries have resulted sharply in increased 
registration — especially by McGovern types — and any lopsided registration 
figures in the primaries will be lopsided anti-Nixon votes in the fall. 

3. While McGovern’s positions are wooly-headed, he is an ambitious and prag- 
matic politician — -who will not hesitate to move crab-wise to the center to win this 
election. Some of the more garish of his positions will surely be shed by the fall. 
Further, my understanding is that his campaign film biography is an excellent 
piece of work — designed to portray him as the antithesis of the “radical,” in- 
deed, as the bomber pilot who won the war against Nazi Germany. We can antici- 
pate that his commercials will be equally designed to hit the Democratic center. 

Clearly, in addition to the problems listed, we have tremendous advantages — 
the Presidency, the view of millions that McGovern is some sort of wild radical, 
the split within the Democratic Party, the tendency of McGovern’s red hots to 
“stick it” to the Daleys and Meanys when the opportunity arises, etc. But this 
memorandum is directed toward both general and specific suggestions to resolve 
our problems, to get the radical record of McGovern into the public record, to 
change the national perceptions of the two. 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. We should move to re-capture the anti-Establishment tradition or theme in 
American politics. Incumbent Presidents can do this ; RN did it in Nevomber 
1969, when, as President of U.S., he called on the common man to stand with him 
against the elitist-backed mobs in the streets. That, coupled with the Vice Presi- 
dent’s standing up to the Establishment media, and slugging it out, raised RN to 
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the highest point of his Presidency — 69 percent approval. Why did we reach that 
level? Because, even though Newsweek led “Nixon in Trouble,” even though 
Broder was writing of the “Breaking of the President,” — RN led both the Presi- 
dency position and the anti-Establishment position. How do we enhance our anti- 
Establishment credentials — and take Mr. McGovern’s away — without surrender- 
ing the political asset of Incumbent President? 

(a) We need to shed the “in bed with Big Business” image. PJB believes we 
should seek out the opportunity to “take on” some egregious, giant, preferably, 
but not necessarily Democratic, corporation publicly — as Kennedy did with Big 
Steel in 1962. Business will be with us in 1972 — but one of our problems is a too' 
close identification in the public mind with Corporate Power. ITT reinforced that. 
Public presidential anger at the price-gouging of some Big Business firm would 
be, in my judgment, a good thing. 

(b) If we have abandoned the idea of introducing or supporting “tax reform” — 
I trust we have not — I would recommend RN publicly veto one, two or three 
huge spending bills — on national television. Two minutes would be sufficient. 
The focus of the veto is that the taxpayer is already burdened enough by massive 
liberal spending programs that accomplish nothing, but break the back of the 
taxpayer. And RN believes the time has come in this country, for less massive 
federal spending, not more ; for lower taxes, not new inflation, and not new taxes. 
Most likely, McGovern will be voting for all these spending bills. 

Our objective : Move him visibly into the posture of more and more government 
spending — and get ourselves on the “tax cut,” working-man side of the issue. In 
my political judgment — what the nation wants is not more spending or the taxes 
or inflation required to pay for it — but less spending and lower taxes. Government 
takes too damn much of the earnings dollar in everyone’s view, and we should be 
anti-tax in 1972. 

(Indeed, in my opinion, this would apply to the so-called added value tax as 
well — since the average fellow is not likely to make the distinction between good 
and bad taxes). One recalls that some years back, the President, in a quite effec- 
tive television piece, vetoed, with a sweep of the pen, a major spending bill. 
Suppose we knocked off three in a row — calling for holding the line on spending 
and holding the line on taxes. 

(c) As the campaign progresses, we should increasingly portray McGovern as 
the pet radical of Eastern Liberalism, the darling of the New York Times, the 
hero of the Berkeley Hill Jet Set ; Mr. Radical Chic. The liberal elitist are his — 
we have to get back the working people ; and the better w r e portray McGovern 
as an elitist radical, the smaller his political base. By November, he should be 
postured as the Establishment’s fair-haired boy, and RN postured as the Candi- 
date of the Common Man, the working man. 

(How about RN going to Cadillac Square on Labor Day this year! !) 

Just as Goldwater ended up 1964 portrayed both as a 100% Conservative — 
and a radical ; so George McGovern must end up in 1972 portrayed both as an ex- 
tremist and as the pet of the national liberal Establishment. Both are, after all, 
true. 

(d) The individual nationally who has done the best job on the above is 
Kevin Phillips — who writes of George hobnobbing with Schlesinger, Ford Foun- 
dation liberals, the radical chic, prancing around his $100,000 Japanese palace 
in $15 Pucci ties. My recommendation is that PJB — using our Radical Chic mate- 
rials, as well as the Assault Book materials, write, not a full-length book but a 
5000-word piece, using full color, good paper, like First Monday, with pictures 
of Hiss and Hoffman and other endorsees, and that this be printed and distributed 
by the millions. A quality, brightly written, colorful, picture biography of 
McGovern of 5000 words would be infinitely superior to those old full-length 
hatchet biographies that are never read. 

(e) “The clammy hand of consistency should never rest for long upon the 
shoulder of a statesman.” — Senator Ashurst 

In addition to portraying McGovern as radical — we should, at the same time, 
never let the public forget he was part and parcel of the Democratic liberal 
establishment that passed all the huge spending programs of the fifties and sixties 
that failed. McGovern’s high spending, high tax proposals have been tried. They 
failed to help the poor; they bankrupted the workingman; they are taxing to 
death the middle class. 

2. We cannot allow McGovern to succeed in this fraudulent effort to portray 
himself as Mr. Honest Citizen — -rather than Mr. Politician. He can and should be 
nailed as a waffling, deceptive, crafty, politician. In this, I disagree with the 
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President. We should not only nail him with his radical positions, but also 
hold up a mirror to his shifts of position — which are certain to come. There 
are any number of sticks to beat him with — including that of the waffler who 
doesn’t know where he stands. The use of one does not exclude use of the other 
as well. 

Further, though a bit outrageous, McGovern can be charged, among Democrats, 
with “packing” caucuses, with “stealing” the nomination from the more popular 
candidate, with not representing the average man in the Democratic Party — 
but rather the left-wing organizers. As stated in an earlier memo, we should 
also wait until his people take delegates from Wallace — and then charge him 
with “stealing” delegates from a man in a hospital bed — discrediting his “re- 
forms” and his “new politics,” as no more than the old Gut Politics of the past. 
Also, anything that shows the McGovern people, making deals, softening posi- 
tions, backing off, waffling — should be spotlighted — not downplayed. 

3. To reverse the “underdog” image of Mr. McGovern — we should, upon his 
nomination, cease speaking of an easy win. We should in public, both to rally 
our troops and to remove this “underdog George” label — argue that the Democrats 
have the largest party. We should leak polls showing us worse off than we are. 
We should attempt as well and often as possible, again, to show McGovern as the 
Candidate of the New York Times , the Ford Foundation, Harvard, elitist left- 
wing professors, snot-nosed demonstrators, black radicals, and the whole elitist 
gang. This contest must wind up not as they envision with McGovern, Honest 
Man from South Dakota against Tricky Dick and his advertising budget — it 
should be Richard Nixon, candidate of Middle America, against the radical 
darling of the Liberal Establishment. 

When Harriman and Clifford, and the old gang assemble around him — that 
will be the moment to strike. 

4. About the “new face” thing — little we can do. Except to use the attack 
materials herein to fill in all the blanks in the McGovern image, fill them in with 
some of these materials, in working class neighborhoods, and we cannot but turn 
them off of George McGovern. The man has not been known well at all national- 
ly — except for two weeks or two months at most. Impressions of McGovern may 
be favorable, but they are not fixed. They can be changed. And we should be 
moving this material into the public record. How? 

(a) Not bitterly or stridently. To do so gives the appearance of arrogance 
and power which we want desperately to avoid. Thus, when our “heavies,” if 
you will — the Vice President, Bob Dole, etc. — use this material they should for 
the present be scrupulously exact and precise, and avoid for the present — the 
blistering attack. There will be “time enough.” 

(b) The material should be targeted — not shot-gun. For example, abortion, 
amnesty, pot, the removal of the personal tax exemption (a killer for large 
Catholic families) these should be targeted for speakers, and for pamphlets and 
for ads in Catholic and ethnic areas, Catholic and ethnic papers, Catholic and 
ethnic forums. 

(c) We should focus at once on the welfare schemes here — and on the military 
budget. They hurt George in California. McGovern is clearly moving on these 
proposals; even his friends, at the Post and Times, are signaling him to get off 
them ; and he is indicating that he might. They ought to be hung permanently 
around his neck as the first order of business. 

(d) We must not blow all of this assault material out of the cannon now; 
in 1970, we shot our wad in two weeks. There are five-months between now and 
the election, and we should hang these one at a time around McGovern for the 
rest of the year. 

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

Catholics 

1. The abortion, PJB statements, aid to parochial schools, and marijuana 
statements — as well as the removal of the personal tax exemption, which would 
be devastating to large Catholic and ethnic families — should be used in a cam- 
paign flyer (contrasted with McGovern positions) to be distributed at Catholic 
churches in key states on Sundays— and should be used as the basis of targeted 
ads in the Catholic and ethnic press. (Once after the Convention — and last 2 

Sundays of campaign). . 

2. Volpe could take up McGovern propositions and before a national Knignts ol 
Columbus group — indicate that unintentionally, some are “anti-Catholic” in 
character, which Catholics concerned about Catholic values and the preserva- 
tion of the Catholic family should fight. (If we could get Volpe to do this — 
PJB could write the two-page speech insert, for release, all media.) 
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Jewish voters 

3. No reason why, with McGovern, we cannot make strong inroads here. 
Suggest that Secretary Laird devote a single speech to the impact of McGovern’s 
Navy cuts on the American Sixth Fleet — with the conclusion, not unjustified, 
that the future of Israel, the survival of Israel — with McGovern’s naval cuts — 
would be the decision of the Soviet Politburo. Again, the lead should be that — 
with George’s defense cuts, without building the F-14 and F-15 to combat 
the MIG-23, “U.S. Navy could not intervene to save Israel.” 

4. The gist of the attack materials here on Israel — the HHH, the Jackson 
quotes about Israel being endangered by McGovern’s position included — and 
McGovern’s voting record — should be used in speeches before Jewish groups, 
in soliciting funds of Jewish groups. (Needless to say, above should be surfaced 
on television stations in N. Y.C., Chicago, Los Angeles. ) 

Space 

5. Again, targeted material here. Florida, Texas, Southern California. We 
should get a list of the top ten defense plants in the country, the top ten aero- 
space plants, as well as the five NASA centers. And leaflets should be prepared 
and distributed at each of these entrances — at least twice this coming fall. 

Lines : If McGovern wins, Los Angeles will have an unemployment rate that 
mill match Seattle’s and Southern California mil he the West Virginia of the 
seventies. 

The SST votes, as well as Jackson’s quotes, should be used in media ads 
all over the State of Washington (We lost it in 1960.) McGovern should be 
blamed for not only threatening future unemployment in Seattle — but for the 
existing unemployment to aerospace. But, again, the pamphlets should be 
targeted— and the statements should be made on regional television, primarily. 

Defense 

6. As stated, Laird is doing an excellent political job. But we ought to go 
down this list of military cutbacks of McGovern — determine what firms (such 
as McDonnell in St. Louis) build these various weapons. And all these firms 
and their employees should be notified by campaign workers, by ads and the 
like — just what plants mil have to he shut down. 

7. We have Defense already busy at work on a major speech or statement 
by Laird which will name all the bases that will have to be shut down, by 
McGovern’s defense cuts. This information should be also provided to both 
Democratic or Republican Congressmen in that district, and to the local press 
there. And the Democrats should be called upon to support or repudiate 
McGovern’s cuts. 

8. In every “conservative” district — our people should be provided with the 
McGovern book ; and Republican candidates should be encouraged to call upon 
their Democrats to repudiate this or that particular stand of their national 
candidate. This will require distribution, eventually of hundreds of copies of 
our completed book. 

9. We believe sections of this attack book should be sent out, piecemeal, to all 
pro-Nixon columnists and newspapers in the country. We can have it printed 
in sections by the Republican National Committee — condensed even further than 
it is in a tight handy book for newsmen and editorial writers. But this should 
he done — only after the specifics in each section have been used to make front- 
page attacks. 

10. All military publications, Navy League, etc., including the conservative 
publications (NR, ACU, HE. YAF, ASO) should be induced to run in brief, but 
full, the McGovern Defense Programs, ASAP. 

11. We yet believe that the focus of attack on defense should be — at the 
national level — scare the hell out of the public first ; and then follow on and 
say, that incidentally, this would also mean a loss of N million jobs. McGovern 
will want us to focus on jobs first — but we should not lose the Defense Argu- 
ment — we are stronger here, frankly, than on the jobs argument. (For if we 
don’t need those planes and ships and missiles, hell, everyone would want to 
switch over, as at the end of WWII.) 

Welfare 

12. McGovern has two proposals. He has tried to get away from the $6500 
per family one — but he can be hung with both. Our speakers, our people on the 
tube should be conversant with each. 

One good line : “Under George McGovern, tivo dozen and one hippies could get 
together and set up a commune in Taos, New Mexico, and not do a lick of work all 
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year — and McGovern would Bend them every year a check for $25,000. No 
wonder Jerry Rubin and Abby Hoffman enthusiastically support his candidacy.” 

Program for business 

13. Again, these two pages should be double-checked, then used for fund-rais- 
ing, and for possible ads in the WSJ, and for scaring the living hell out of the 
business community. 

14. At appropriate time, Shultz and/or John Connally should give a hair-rais- 
ing speech on what the McGovern proposals would mean to American society, and 
the American economy and the stock market. 

15. From the way the market is reacting, it is apparent that McGovern’s nom- 
ination should bring about a sharp drop. We should do nothing to prevent this 
from happening. Indeed, if Shultz or Connally or one of them can predict that 
McGovern’s election would mean a depression or panic on Wall Street, and do 
it credibly, then they might well do so. 

16. Specific business groups — such as real estate firms and brokers and the 
like — should be the target of direct mail, with a brief outline for each of what 
the McGovern proposals mean to them. To other business groups — direct mail, 
in this case, is the best means of alerting the businessman, without alerting the 
liberals — the mailings might well be done (these and others) by independent 
groups. (Needless to say, the McGovern plan to phase out the oil depletion allow- 
ance should not go unnoticed in the Lone Star State.) 

Integration and race 

17. This has to be handled gingerly — but on digging up that Ribicoff proposal, 
we find it legitimate to charge McGovern with wanting to by federal direction 
integrate the suburbs, with favoring “racial balance” in the nation's public 
schools, with believing that bussing is an “essential” tool to accomplish the job. 

On this, our speakers should say, we know George is sincere, but we think 
that compulory integration of neighborhoods and schools would lead to racial 
tensions and disorders, not racial peace and harmony, we oppose him on all three. 

18. Southern Senators and Congressmen should be shown the specifics of the 
Black Caucus program which McGovern has endorsed “in toto.” — even before 
we use these publicly. The Southerners will have to repudiate McGovern or force 
McGovern to repudiate these proposals — or take hemlock. Our candidates in the 
South — Senate and House — should be provided all this material by Harry Dent. 
As should our State Chairmen in the South. We can put it into form. 

19. When McGovern backs off some of these Black radical schemes, as back 
off he must — we should continue to hang them around his neck — and then mail 
his recantation to the black media. 

20. In Forest Hill, Missouri, and Warren, Michigan — and in blue collar neigh- 
borhoods, frankly, speakers, should argue against the McGovern integration pro- 
posals — and in favor of retaining the integrity and value of ethnic neighborhoods. 

Chicago and demonstrators 

21. McGovern has said that the May Day demonstrators would not be on the 
streets but “having dinner at the White House” if he were elected. In this sec- 
tion— we have an idea for a commercial — juxtaposing RN and McGovern on the 
May Day demonstrators and indicating a vote for McGovern is a vote to have 
Rubin and Hoffman (“Guess Who’s Coming to Dinner”) at the White House. 

22. McGovern’s comments about the Chicago police ( “those sons of bitches . . . 
those bastards”) should be used — not prudishly, not condemning him for bad 
language. He can be excused for that — but condemned for the attitude his state- 
ment represents, a lynch mob attitude toward the nation’s peace officers, a knee- 
jerk tendency to [copy illegible] and condemn the policy. This should be done 
also in letters to the editor to all Chicago papers. 

(Independent letters operation — as well as speakers — should be using these 
materials to target in on sections of the country. ) 

23. Resurrecting McGovern’s comments on Hoover would be most effectively 
done by the ex-AG and Pat Gray and the Vice President. 

24. MONDAY can do an effective job for us — by back-paging each week one 
of a numbered series of effectively written and documented attacks on McGov- 
ern — giving readers materials for use themselves, in the boonies. (For example, 
suppose MONDAY one week simply ran the McGovern Defense Program as out- 
lined in our package for the locals. ) 

Ellsburg 

25. McGovern’s personal encouragement of Ellsburg to violate Federal law is 
a matter which we should wait to exploit . . . say two months after the Demo- 
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eratic Convention — it should serve as a centerpiece of a national speech — per- 
haps by the Vice President. (Again, our concern is that we not “mix up” our 
attack. ) One specific area per speech, rather than the Scott, “Three A’s — abor- 
tion, amnesty, and acid” approach. This last is so “cute” as to make it appear 
we are simply political, not serious, in our disagreement with McGovern. 

Vietnam 

26. Two points should be hammered here: (a) McGovern has been constantly 
wrong in his predictions about what Hanoi would do; he has even been duped 
by Xuan Thuy and (b) the SOB would leave our prisoners in Hanoi — and count 
on the good will of that barbarous regime to get them back. Any attack on his 
Vietnam position should be prefaced by saying “We do not question his 
patriotism.” 

27. McGovern’s Bight from the Start can be countered — but this is a defensive 
maneuver for us since presumably we think his position wrong now and wrong 
then. Bather, the approach to be taken here is to charge that he is a) Old Sour 
Grapes is harassing and stabbing in the back the President who is ending a 
war his President could not win or end and b) McGovern waffled all over the lot 
on the War, like every other Democratic politician and we have the quotes here 
to prove it. 

Rhetoric 

28. We have dug up a 1964 quote where McGovern called Goldwater the most 
“unstable radical and extremist” ever to run for the Presidency, which can be 
used against him. Also, his rhetoric, which we have documented, should be used 
to make either a pre-emptive or retaliatory strike for his certain charge that we 
are “polarizing” while he is attempting to “bring us together.” 

29. In terming McGovern as an extremist — we should begin by quoting Demo- 
crats like Carter, Yorty, Humphrey and Jackson, of course— just as the Bocke- 
feller quotes were more devastating against Goldwater than the LBJ attacks. 

McGovern’s friends 

30. This fellow Mott, who bankrolls McGovern, is, I understand a screaming 
fairy who makes $800,000 a year and pays no taxes — we are trying to interest 
MONDAY in doing a take-out on him in the near future. 

Speakers 

31. To make the case against McGovern most credible, we not only need our 
heavy hitters — but we need the Democrats mentioned — and especially our lib- 
erals. Neal Freeman suggests the following be commissioned to do some of the 
rough work on “George McGovern extremism.” 

1. Bockefeller 

2. Javits 

3. Aiken 

4. J. S. Cooper 

5. Douglas Dillon 

6. Scranton 

If of course, we could get Meany, Wallace or Jackson — that would be out- 
standing. 

32. Ken Khachigian and I will monitor McGovern’s appearances and hope- 
fully be mailing and phoning questions to any panels or interviewers. If we 
have an advanceman traveling ahead of the McGovern campaign — he should be 
providing the questions, which we can provide him. 

33. Some on the media are slobbering all over George ; they may have to be 
charged publicly with being pro-McGovern — to force them to back off a bit. 
In this light, Godfrey Sperling had an excellent piece today, we understand, 
which perhaps our people should be quoting (Incidentally, given his performance 
the other night, Vanocur is a positive disaster for us — and McGovern’s most 
effective campaigner. He may have to be fired or discredited — if we are to get 
anything approaching an even shake out of that left-wing taxpayer subsidized 
network. ) 

34. Again, we have to be on guard against any too harsh or strident an attack. 
With a hostile media out there — they will pounce on the first allegation of 
“Tricky Dick,” or “smear” campaign. Perhaps an early address- — attacking 
some of the smeaT books around already about the President, and some of 
McGovern’s comments might be used to pre-empt or mitigate this certainty. 

35. Mr. Dent can make the argument that George McGovern “said he would be 
delighted to run with a black man, but not George Wallace.” 


21-296 0—74 23 
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36. We need to dig up film of McGovern at some of these demonstrations with 
the VC flag in the background, and with demonstrators chanting and shouting, 
etc. 

37. From McGovern’s statements, it is fair to say he would cut off all assist- 
ance to our NATO ally Greece, but consider giving military aid to the black 
guerrillas in Southern Africa. 

38. McGovern favors giving away (Black Caucus) 1% of U.S. GNP to foreign 
aid, with priority on Africa — which amounts to $11 billion — about a 400 percent 
increase in foreign aid. 

39. McGovern’s old statements about Henry Wallace, about the U.S. starting 
the Cold War, etc., should be moved into all the ethnic language publications. 
And all his far left background should be disseminated to the far right in the 
U.S. for them to publish as it is too complicated for us to handle. 

Nixon's Thru in ’72 

40. This is a slogan we can turn to our own advantage. For example, if Daley 
is booted out of the Democratic convention — on his arrival at his Mayor’s office 
in Chicago — some bearded types can be out front with signs — “DALEY’S THRU 
IN ’72 — VOTE McGOVERN [copy illegible] for an example, come to mind. Or at 
Defense Plants “THE M-I-C IS THRU IN ’72” (Military Industrial Complex) 
VOTE McGOVERN. 

We have some other thoughts and ideas — but we are sending these along for 
immediate consideration. 

PJB/KK 
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MEMORANDUM 


Exhibit No. 188 


THE WHITE HOUSE ' 

WASHINGTON 

June 16, 1972 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN DEAN 

FROM: CHUCK COLS ON 


Has anyone run any checks or investigations on the key McGovern 
staffers? I was told yesterday that Gordon Weil has some very 
questionable things in his background. He is apparently one of 
the chief brain trusters who travels with McGovern. 


cc: Pat Buchanan 
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Exhibit No. 189 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASH I fJGTON 

June 25, 1972 


MEMORANDUM TO: 
FROM: 


JOHN MITCHELL 
H. R. HA LD EM AN 

PAT BUCHANAN 


The manner of McGovern's response to our attacks upon his 
rhetoric, and positions, has emerged. Responding to a rather 
mild critique of his welfare plan and new politics --by Herb 
Stein.-- McGovern responded thus: 

"He called the attack 'the opening shot of this year's 
campaign against me and said, 'Nixon obviously 
realizes that this year's campaign is going to be 
waged primarily over the rampant unemployment, 
inflation, economic uncertainty and favoritism, 
which now burden this country. ' " 

"The attack (Stein's) tipped his (Nixon's) hand that 
he is gang to try to cover up with the kind of 
political hatchet work which has characterized 
every campaign he has ever run. " 

Thus, even a mild criticism of McGovern's record will likely 
produce charges of "Tricky Dick, " "Smear Tactics" the old 
"Low Road" so familiar to Nixon and his hatchet men. This is, 
it appears, the McGovern strategy for answering all of the 
material we have piled up on Georgie; and it is a strategy which 
McGovern will be counting upon the press to assist in its 
implementation. 

What this means for us, I think, is that we must 

A) Be scrupulously accurate in our allegations, and calm and 
reasoned in quoting his wild statements and positions. 



I 


4249 


B) Get the jump on McGovern by using his Adolph Hitler quotes, 
and other blood-curdling charges on the record, before he starts 
charging us with vicious attacks. We have four or five of McGovern's 
statements which justify a demand for an apology to the President, 
which justify .further, our moving them into the public press -- with 
the expressed hope that George McGovern will not do this kind of 
vicious name-calling, and comparing of the President with Hitler 
in this campaign. Our hope that George McGovern will get his 
campaign out of the smear stage, right off the bat. "We intend to 
confront Mr. McGovern on his issues and his position, but he has 
an obligation to clear the record of the slanderous libels he has 
made against the President of the United States; I refer specifically - 
to. . * . etc. etc. etc. 

Each time McGovern raises this charge of "smear" we ought to have 
thos quotes to stuff right down hi s throat. 

In the last analysis, if the need appears, we should be ready to 
have the President go, late campaign, with a "more in sorrow than 
anger ’ 1 speech, detailing the McGovern positions, and denying the 
"Hitler" charges. 


Buchanan 
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July 14, 1972 


MEMORANDUM TO: 


Exhibit No. 190 


CLARK MACGREGOR 
H. R. HA LD EM A N 



Jj 


FROM: 


PAT BUCHANAN 


Lines that can be moved by background, and through interviews, 
into the press. The focus upon the convention will beginto die 
after the weekend, and continue until ours; and some of these lines 
will lose much of their currency within a few weeks. 

1. The McGovern Market -- Since McGovern won the California 
nomination the Dow-.Tones has dropped 34 points, had dropped every 
day of the Democratic Convention. McGovern's e ection would knock 
the bottom out of it; given his far-out economic positions. 

2. The effect of the "quotas" for young, black, Chicano has been 
to drive the old people out of the Democratic Convention; while those 
over 55 amount to 20% of population; they got only eight percent of 
the Convention seats; Democrats will be hurt with this group badly 
this fall; as with traditional Catholic and Jewish supporters who, 
like Meany and Daley, have given way to the kids and the zealots. 

3. The McGovern Myth -- It is a myth to say George was the 
candidate of the "people;" he lost N. H. and Illinois to Muskie; Ohio 
and Pennsylvania to Humphrey; Michigan, Maryland and Florida to 
Wallace; he ducked Indiana and West Virginia. 

Only GOP cross-overs helped him get 29 percent in Wisconsin; and 
the only major state where he won against a still viable, active 
opposition was California -- where he blew a 15-point lead in the last 
ten days - down from a twenty-point lead to a five-point victory. 
McGovern' s ■.ietorv is not a popular victory; it is mure a coup d’etat 

of the n ! ■: ••• • wln-re a youthful leftist and suburban leftist 

elite has deposed and ousted the traditional Catholic and Jewish 
leadership of the Democratic Party. The fellow is not the people's choice. 
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McGovern has severely tarnished his reputation for candor and 
credibility; it is lying in shreds on the floor of the Convention. 

Here the most pro- abortion on demand candidate opposed his own 
position in the platform; he deserted the women he promised to 
support on the South Carolina Challenge; he had liis lieutenants 
gut the tax- economic program he himself is proposing; he deserted 
the "Chartc r" to woo back big labor; where for the last ten years 
he was talking about -begging" in Hanoi; now he is going on about a 
"residual force. " He went downstairs to rap with a hundred screaming 
demonstrators simply because they raised 'unshirt ed hell in the 
lobby -- but could not counsel with the office-holders in his own party. 
His heart is with the extremist left-wing. 

Downgrading Eagleton -- He was - according to varied reliable 
estimates - anywhere from McGovern’ s 4th to 7th choice. In short, 
Eagleton is not even the most qualified man who could be picked, 
and when potential candidates continued to turn McGovern down, he 
reached down far enough to get someone who would finally take it. 

Not exactly a tribute to Eagleton’ s qualifications. 

McGovern and Eagleton are both utter lightweights in foreign policy 
in an age when a deft hand is needed more than ever, to guide the 
Nation in a transitional period of world politics. (SALT, Open Door 
to China, Soviets, etc. ) McGovern has to his credit the achievement 
of being Food for Peace Director for 18 months, which means handin 
out surplus food to third world nations. Eagleton won his foreign 
policy spurs as Chairman of the Senate District Committee. 

McGovern' s selection of Eagleton is a triumph of the "old politics" 
he was picked in deference to his religion, geographical location, 
purported youthfulness and self-styled ability to cozy it up with the 
labor bosses. 


Buchanan 


OQ 
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Exhibit No. 191 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

• WASHINGTON 

• July 23, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM TO: H. R. HALDEMAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 


Attached is the second edition of the McGovern Assault Book. ^ 

Am turning a copy over to the Vice President (he has his) and j »»'* 
to, MacGregor, Dole, RNC, Dent and several others. What is \ * *j{vw • 
“needed, however, in my view, and somewhat desperately, is . 

some kind of co-ordination of the Assault Strategy. To date, it . ' 
has been decidedly haphazard and ad hoc, and time is running 
by. Recommend thus: 

1. An ad hoc committee be set up with MacGregor or his man, 

Colson, Buchanan, Dole or his man, Lofton, the scheduler of 
the Surrogates, to lay out the attack strategy for that week or 
that several days. Further that this group pass judgment on - 
what mailings should go out from White House, RNC, and 1701 -- 
so that wc don‘t inundate editorial writers and political writers 
with so much trivia that nothing is used. Further, that the letters 
'operation be tied in, so that we can orchestrate their wqrk -- which 
in my view has been quite good. 

On the briefing material I gave the Vice President, it was used 
exactly as written; he is a loyal soldier and we should have one 
of his top people -- say Goodearlc -- to sit in on this group as well. 

At this point in time, I think we should be meeting three times a 
\ycck, at least. Again, we have all the material on McGoveny wc 
need to systematically move it before the public. 


2. Suggest that Buchanan be granted authority to do some 

political backgrounding for the political reporters. Have been over 
this material more than anyone, and today, I probably know McGovern's 
positions, and wild statements better than he docs. If some of the 
political reporters were steered over here, for a background basic, 
wc could move some of this stuff out on the record in concert with 
the speakers. 
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3. Has any follow- through process been set up to sec that 

those recommendations we made, some- forty of them, a month 
and a half ago, arc being carried through at all. We have no way 
of knowing over here whether thcse.idcas are simply sinking down 
the memory hole or are being carried out. One gets a feeling' of a 
disjointed operation. ; 

We biidly need some central, governing body or authority that sees 
to it that the ideas the. President wants implemented are implemented 
and that can assess the opposition strategy. 

4. Have got everything in thus far, on strategy and opposition, 
with the single exception of the 5000-word piece, which I will try 

to get written this week - - during briefing book time. However, 
would like to devote as much time as possible in the future to 
strictly anti-McGovern activities, and if as much as possible of the 
other governmental- stuff (except some of those vetos) can be moved 
elsewhere, it will free up more time for what is Topic A. 


• Buchanan 

'Wo 
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Exhibit No. 192 




ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 


'Auguit i, wn 

MEMORANDUM TO: 


PROM: 

p\ ' 

Politic* 1 . Suggestions 



[CLARK MACGREGOR 

A. R. halBeman . 
CHARLESCQLSON 

i ’’ "r ■■■■■. .f i' i 1 ■ 

PAT BUtHANAN 


, s:iv' ■ ,,, 

). In the Assault Book, we have the quote from McGovernftbou 
jhot "manufa\tu ring foolish projects,” like the space ihutilt, 

It not bo- wise to have this put into ads and pamphlets right nqw Ift,' 
arc* of California which just ben efited hugely from the kp*C% 
lc contract. 


. Along the same lines, the old anti-Tydings ad which was'4lQi| 
•effcctive.Jn, my view, in Maryland, "If Joe Wins, 

Seem to me an ideal all-purpose ad for GOPers in areat/.hlf^adMc,., 
McGovern’s space and defense’ cuts. "If McGovern Wins$ Yon Lose/' 
j’^j' "If McGovern Wins, We Lose. " Again, the afcgqtfv'a ad*» v tyyimtijt 
think, will do more to make the President a big winner than the 
positive ’’Re-Elect the President, " 

'i\ • Spock-Hobson will get very few;. votes; but almbet onelforioqa] 1 . 

they will come out of the hide of George McGovern. In CaMforpli''jhj^ 
*yp;s 3 id tp have some 60,000 (?) workers. The mo re'lejxpo ** 
two get, the higher the vote they get, the more they takn.El»Mlf:^«^nn 
/Hobson is , f of coursd, a black militant and if he gets t r em endou a‘expc| sure 
|n the black press -- in adsj etc. -- it could draw off a few th'erusajj^ 
jjijUck vote* from McGovern. Any private help we 
^r.tde, PR money, publicity, etc. might help, 

X»' "Tam behind Eaglcton 1000%" is no*v, of course, ’'till 
Which we can utilize ourselves, such as Goorge has taken a stron^ne 
stand-- he is behind Israel 1000%, the term used as s prelude 1 
tfdumping;" anyhow, it is a light line which can and should bo used 
reflect on the McGovern deviousnoss, and can be dona in * U|hkf*^ 


Buchanan 
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Exhibit No. 193 

September 11, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: BETTY NOLAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 


This letter, bearing a Washington Signature should go 
to every paper in the State of Michigan, and especially 
to every Catholic newspaper in the State. It should go 
to the Catholics papers today, if possible, as many of 
them go to bed on Tuesday night. Suggest using a 
D. C. name for the letter. Let me know if there are any 
problems. 


Buchanan 


cc: 


Colson 

tFailor 
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To the Editor: 

According to Monday's New York Times, Michigan voters this 
fall will decide the abortion-on-demand question for your state -- at 
the same time they decide on Mr. McGovern's future. The two questions 
are closely inter-related. 

As the attached letter shows. Senator McGovern favors 

unrestricted abortion policies. And though, today, he claims that he 

would take no Federal action, to carry out his views, on June 25, 1972, 

he told the New York Times, he u'ould reverse the President's order 

and make every military hospital in the nation an abortion center. In 

an interview by James Naughton: 

"He (McGovern) said that as President he would^ reverse 
Mr. Nixon's order to military hospitals to abandon the 
liberalized abortion rules, but would otherwise do nothing 
to implement his personal view that it should be 'up to the 
family and doctor' whether an abortion is warranted. " 

With this pledge, Mr. McGovern made abortion-on-demand -- 

in military hospitals --a national as well as a state issue, and voters 

should consider it, going into the polling booth in November. I pray 

that you will support the right-to-life of the unborn and reject Mr. McGovern. 


Sincerely, 
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HrRMAX e. TAl MAIXJC, OA-. 


•LLtN t. euJ.Nirn. la. 

&Cai'GK MCCUVCUM. S. OAK. 

utwroN chills. ki>, 

COUA M. MOW 


Cl LA I II MAH 
JACK MiLLrn, IOWA 
CrilllU D. AtKI H, VT. 
MILTON "• YOUIW. N. OAK. 
CAUL. T. Cuhtii. Kl un. 
RWCftY OOLC. KAN3. 
NENNY HEILMOH. OK LA. 


VCR. CHICK CLCKK 


'TUtnileh J£>laic& ^banaie 

COMMITTEE ON ' 

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510 


December 2, 1971 


Dear Ms . Gibson : 

Thank you for your recent and thoughtful communication ' 
regarding abortion. 

In my judgment, abortion is a private matter which 
should be decided by a pregnant woman and her own 
physician. 

With every good wish, I am 


Sincerely yours 
George McGovern 


Ms. Beatrice Gibson 
1708 Fallowfield Avenue 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15216 
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Exhibit No. 194 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WAS H INGTON 


MEMORANDUM TO: 


FROM: 





Beginning Monday, there are but seven weeks L»ffhv the Presidential 
campaign. Our two operative principles on thi ^ttag/ in those seven 
weeks should be a) the issues of 1972 have long ago been decided and 
made and ,b) we should re-cycle those issues, points and positions 
which resulted in the collapse of the McGovern campaign. There seems 
to be a tendency on our part at times to seek out some new indiscretion 
on the part of the Opposition and attack that simply because it is "new. " 
When we have an airtight case of forcible rape -- this is like saying, 
"And yeah, we can get him for jaywalking, too. " 


In the last few days, in my judgment, we have allowed McGovern to 
"lead" the national debate; our major political statements have focused 
(i. e. , Butz counter-charges, and MacGregor) precisely on those issues 
McGovern thinks are the only winnerls he has. In addition, we have 
sought to counter the charges of campaign financing finagling with the 
old discredited "tu quoque " argument ("you're another")— — which 
is the weakest of all arguments. * 


Meanwhile, little has gone into the public record in the last several 
days -- from us -- which focuses on and advances the major personal 
and political issues which are ours. This is partly our fault; but 
partly the reason is that we now need heavier guns than the ones we 
have been using. 

There may be a point to muddying up the matter -- but we have other 
fish to fry this fall; and we ought to be about that business . 


THE FIRST WEEK. I would open up with two barrels this week. The 
first is Foreign Policy . And the Vice President is the man. High-level 
defense of RN's brilliant foreign policy is first third -- and then into 
McGovern's Asian and European policies as enunciated by him and Chayes. 
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Filled in with McGovern quotes; McGovern on the POWs; McGovern 
on the Middle East. Conclusion and lead -- George McGovern is a 
well-intentioned, but naive bungler, whose foreign policy views are 
foolish and would be dangerous to the peace and security of the 
United States and the world. Call for a national debate on two 
opposing views of America's role in the world. The second barrel 
would be a John B. Connally, highly publicized response to McGovern, 
hammering on the title Confidence and Credibility . All of the McGovern 
waffles would be rolled into this one on the credibility side -- the 
McGovern flip-flops -- then also, in a peroration, the worst of the 
McGovern radical rhetoric. Why John Connally broke with McGovern, 
could include Hoover remark. Hitler remarks, etc. Extremist rhetoric 
unbefitting a presidential candidate -* least of all these charges is what 
he says about me. If we could get that peroration on the air; "the 
language of an extremist" we could resurrect our big winner. Also, 
to be included here is the Humphrey, Jackson, Muskie and Meany 
statements.-- the more brutal ones on McGovern. Why Democrats 
are staying away in droves. 

The two speeches would be on different days -- maybe two days apart. 
Given free time, I could get done the entire first speech and the "core" 
of the second. 

What we ought to remember in both these speeches is that the press is 
less interested in writing about a pro-speech, than they a re about 
attack material -- whether the attack is high level or low level. Both 
speeches should be built up -- and we should make our television on 
them those nights. 

Note: The attack group should be aware of what the President is doing 
that day also for media -- he can knock us off the front pages and 
the networks quicker than anyone else. 

THE SECOND WEEK. Economics and Welfare. Connally and/or 
the Veep would be excellent on Economics. Reagan, if he would do 
one of our speeches, would be ideal on Welfare at the National Press 
Club. 

The economic speech would give the voters a choice between the present 
prosperity and radical change -- radical change that would mean a busted 
stock market (capital gains tax), a destroyed aerospace industry and 
an undeclared economic war in the American middle class. The 
McGovern previous proposals should bo regurgitated; his simplistic 
and naive approach should bo laid out. His $100 billion increase in 
budget and thousand in taxes the lead. The language in an economic 
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speech is vital. We could work on this one as well. The Welfare 
speech should focus on McGovern, of course, as in favor of pouring 
millions more inputting millions more onto the rolls. 

These items should serve as the key for surrogate speakers as well. 
However, the letters operation need not be geared in to this -- in 
our judgment that should be moving the negative, radical material 
on McGovern into the key states at full blast. We can be much more 
direct in letters than in rhetoric. 

THE THIRD WEEK. The Social Issue. In this week a major address 
should be written, again preferably with the Veep in the lead-off 
contrasting the President and McGovern on social issues. Marijuana 
and drugs. McGovern's endorsement of the Black Caucus and what 
it contains. Bussing, bussing, bussing. RN versus McGovern on the 
use of scatter- site housing; amnesty. While the Vice President can 
high level this -- laying out the deep differences between the two -- 
others can,- really start hitting hard on the issue. Also, law and 
order, the Hoover quote -- etc. This can all be drawn into this 
question. This is 1970 politics, but the issues are ours this time, 
and if we can get McGovern talking on them, they are winners. No 
name-calling -- just point out here the radical record. 

THE FOURTH WEEK. Defense. This is one area McGovern has held 
fast. We could lay out his defense budget at the top level and portray ' 
it as an invitation to disaster in Europe, the Mideast,' the world, the 
future. Again, here we have quotes from Jackson and Humphrey to 
back us up. And two days after the defense speech -- there is released 
the "ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF THE MCGOVERN DEFENSE 
BUDGET" from Laird to Capitol Hill, giving state by state the 
number of jobs lost by McGovern Defense Budget and aerospace cuts, 
also the number of bases shut down and exactly which ones and where. 
All laid out, special mailing to every newspaper in every state in the 
country. Something he will never catch up with. 

Within this week as well, we ought to have some real tough speeches 
in the aerospace communities, the "Ghost Town" stuff. Also, the 
same thing they did to us around the military bases in 1970. Included 
in the military stuff would be McGovern's attack on the Military 
Industrial Complex whereas what he is talking about is the workers 
at GE, McDonnell, etc. 

If we go this route, we are at the Middle of October -- there is no need 
now to decide what we will do those last three weeks. This includes 
our basic inventory of large, overall issues, Other sub-themes 
include: 


21-296 0 — 74 - 


-24 
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A) The Ellsberg connection, tying McGovern to him and his 
crime -- as soon as the indictment come down, if McGovern insists 
on charging people, uncharged by the Grand Jury, This would be a 
separate tough attack; and it should be echoes all over the country. 

B) Space, and defense should of course be on-going issues for any 
speaker in a community near an aerospace plant or military base. 

Perhaps our Nixon people ought to be doing what they did to us in 
1970 -- put out the rumor around every big base in the country that 

if McGovern is elected this base will shut down, this plant will close. 

C) The McGovern Quotes need to be gotten out. We will do 
another mailing on the Best Twenty-five -- and maybe the time has 
come to move them and our Attack Book (truncated) to the National 
Press, or at least the most friendly of the national columnists. 

D) The Democratic Party and its rescue. This is an ideal 
Connally Big Speech some time, urging Democrats to take back the 
party of their fathers, by repudiating the extremists who have seized 
it in November. In the speech, he could lay out cold all the radical 
leftism, and extremism of McGovern positions, a, real blistering 
speech on McGovern, the kind that the President and the Vice President 
cannot make -- but hitting him on the twenty odd issues where he has 
been so vulnerable. The kind of thing that Human Events would publish -- 
genuinely hard, which we could then get out into the hands of our entire 
speakers list from top to bottom to use, as their basic text. 

E) We have to start back to getting the Democratic anti-McGovern 
quotes into the record again -- The Meany, Humphrey, Jackson quotes. 
Also, the "elitism" and "extremism" themes need to be renewed to 

the average voter. 

F) The attack group should continue -- making sure that these 
themes are moved week-by-week -- still meeting day-by-day to key 
off something McGovern has said, to fire at targets of opportunity, 
to program- our people on the media to keep moving all these good 
materials we have back into the public record again and again. 

The Hoover quotes and the quotes on the Chicago Police are two 
examples. Our objective should be to either move McGovern off of his 
Watergate issue, onto our issues or kill him on our issues; secondly, 
to continually break any momentum he develops by changing the 
subject in a week. 

FINAL NOTE: Again, the critical point is that just as McGovern ought 
to make "Nixon" the issue -- so the issue this fall is McGovern. Will 
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he and the hard-core left-winger radicals who took over the party- 
take over America. That's the bottom line. If the country goes 
to the polls in November, scared to death of McGovern, thinking 
him vaguely anti -America and radical and pro the left-wingers and 
militants, then they will vote against him -- which means for us. 
What we have done thus far, and fairly well, is, not put the President 
thrity-four points ahead -- but McGovern thirty-four points behind. 


The best tribute to what we have done, I think, :came from McGovern 
I believe just after the convention when he said,-- "They've got 
fifteen guys shooting at me from all sides while the President's 
acting like he's not even in a campaign. " If we- can continue that, 
we're golden. 1 , 


■ Buchanan 
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Exhibit No. 195 

FT. Lin ERDALE, Hi. 
FEU 28, 1972 


MR. W. LOEB 

UA.CHESTER UNION LEADER 
II AI CHESTER, H.H, 


DEiR IAR LOEBt 

X &: HiROLD W. EL DREDGE, RETIRED A: D A LIFELONG CAPE COD 
RESIDENT, FORCED TO STAY IN FLORIDA DOE TO A HEART CONDITION, ABE 76 TEARS. 

I VAS THE PERSON THAT ASCED UR ITU SHE THE QUEOTIO-. ABOUT 
HIS KNOWLE-GE OF THE BLACKS. A TOOHG HAS Cd/PAIION OF HIS, COT INTO MI 
QUESTION AID MADE A JOKE OUT OF IT, HE HD BAY THAT MAINE HAD FEW HACKS, 
HOT DID HATE A LARGE EJHHIC MINORITY, CCMSOHLY CALLED "CAfUCXS" AT THIS 
POINT Jt'YOUNG LAD STAIDIKC NEAR HE WITH SCME FRIENDS, AiKED THAT THEY WERE/ 
AID SOME ONE AISWERED E SEETHING ABOUT COIEI TO NEW ENGL AID AID SEE. 

I READ ABOUT WHAT HAD HAPPENED IN MAICHESTER IN THIS SON DAYS 
FT. LADDERDALE PRESS, I TRIED TO GET IN TOOCB WITH THE NEWS Ei’SC EARLY, THE 
YOUNG LADY TELEPH KE OPERATOR LISTENED T i MY ST RY, AND SAID TO CALL BACK AT 
THREE EM IN THE AFTERNOON, I CALLED AGAIN AT THREE El, AID A YOUNG KAI 
AISWERED THE TELEPH KE LISTENED Tv> ME, AID DAI SHE THE DE3C HAI TOOL BE 
IN ABAUT F-UR P , I HAD MADE TWO TRIPS OOT TO THE TELEPHONE, SO I WILL CALL 
THEM TODAY. THE YOUNG LAD FROM DEERFIELD DID NOT LIE, HE TOLD THE TROTH. 

I DO NOT WANT TO GET INTO ANY FUSS ABOUT A STUPID REMARK, MY HEART CONDITION 
WILL HOT ALLOW IT. I HATE READ OVER THIS LETTER TYPED BY A G OD NEIGHBOR FOR 


ME AID IT IS JUST WHAT HAPPENED. 




THE ABOVE LETTER is reproduced just as it in effect, called the Morrison letter a fraud. Readers 

arrived at the I'nion Leader. It tends to confirm a pre- may be interested in weighing this additional evidence 

vious letter by Paul Morrison, reproduced on Page It* of what was said by Sen. Muskie in Florida, 
and also postmarked from Florida. Sen. Muskie has. 
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Exhibit No. 196 
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Exhibit No. 197 



Headquarters: 

7834 GEORGIA AVENUE 
SILVER SPRING, MARYLAND 20901 



ij ij 


for KENNED- l 


Tolopliono: 

ROBIN FICKER (Chairman) 
Office: (202) 833-2450 
Home: (301) GS9-5245 


Dear New Hampshire Voter: 

Time and again the men and women of the Granite State have demonstrated their independence 
and rugged individualism, leading the way for the rest of the nation. Now is again such a time. Through 
your voles in the democratic Primary this year you can change America’s course. 

All of the Democratic candidates are good men but they are not great men. Only one man - - 
Senator Ted Kennedy of Massachusetts - - has the strength, the sensitivity, the personal qualities of 
leadership to be a great president. 

Moreover, every poll demonstrates that Kennedy is the one Democrat who will surely beat Richard 
Ni\ori in November. He has never wavered in his convictions; he alone can ra lJx-Ul g poor, the blacks the 
young, the old, the farmer, the laborer and the middle class into a winning coalition. 

The Senator decided not to seek the Democratic. Presidential nomination. But, if the Citizens of 
New Hampshire call for him to lead us by writing in his name on the Democratic ballot, that example 
wni be followed by millions of Americans across the country. And Senator Kennedy will answer 
our call 

These are troubled days for America. None of our present candidates - - Republican or Democratic * - 
can inspire our people and lift our nation out of its doldrums; Senator Kennedy can; he can change 
America’s priorities and direction; he can restore our sense of purpose; he will complete the unfinished 
business so nobly begun by his brothers before him. 


.Robin Ficker 



United Democrats 
for Kennedy 


REMEMBER: ON MARCH 7, WRITE 
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Exhibit No. 198 


HELP 

MnsVic 


DEM. 


SUPPORT 

BUSS INC 

MORE CHILDREN 

NOW 
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Exhibit No. 199 


HERBERT W. KALMBACH 
FRANK O. MARCO, JR. 
sherwood .c . chilling Worth 
HAROLD BERAL 
ALEXANDER BOWIE 
ROBERT M. OLSON, JR. 
ROBERT H. MORRISON 
RICHARD C, GREENBERG 
THOMAS D. PECKENPAUGH 
TERRY L. RHODES 
OAKLEY C. FROST 

LARRY B. THRALL 
ERIC W. MARTENS 
RALPH J. MORGAN 
DAVID PATTERSON SMITH 
WESTON L. JOHNSON 
BRUCE E. HARRINGTON 


LAW OFFICES 

KALMBACH, DeMARCO, KNAPP & CHILLINGWORTH 

SUITE 900 • NEWPORT FINANCIAL PLAZA / 650 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE 
NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660 
TELEPHONE (714) 644-411 1 


LOS ANGELES OFFICE 
611 WEST SIXTH STREET ■ SUITE 1800 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017 
TELEPHONE 1213) 625-2191 


JAMES R. KNAPP 
JAMES H. O'CONNOR 


September 27, 1971 


PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 


Mr. Donald H. Segretti 
14013 West Captains Row 
Apartment 117 

Marina del Ray, California 
Dear Don: 

Enclosed are two checks: one for $667 for services 

rendered for the last half of September, 1971; the other 
($5,000) represents an advance for anticipated expenses. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or 
if there is any way in which I can be of additional assist- 
ance . 


Regards 



Herbert W. Kalmbach 


HWK/ah 

Enclosures 


LAW OFFICES 

\LMBACH. DeMARCO, KNAPP A CHILLINGWORTH 
SUITE 900 NEWPORT FINANCIAL PLA2A 
560 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE 
NEWPORT BEACH. CALIFORNIA 92660 


Mr. Donald H. Segretti 
14013 W. Captains Row 
Apt. 117 

Marina del Ray, CA 90291 


PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL 



4269 


EXHIBIT No. 200 

September 28, 1971 
4:00 p.m. 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 


From now on, we want to have at least one Muskie sign in among demonstrators 
who are demonstrating against the President. It should be MUSKIE FOR PRESIDENT 
in big letters and should be held in a location so that it is clearly visible. 

At Muskie events or events by other Democratic hopefuls, there should be a sign 
or two which g 03 ds them. For example, at a Muskie rally there should be a large 
WHY NOT A BLACK VICE PRESIDENT or perhaps WE PREFER HUMPHREY or 
something else that would goad him along. 

At Humphrey rallies there should be Muskie signs and at Kennedy rallies , there 
should be Muskie or Humphrey signs and so on. These signs should be well-placed 
in relationship to the press area so that a picture is easy to get. 
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Exhibit No. 201 




u/lt^ 


CxZ/vu CZas*j4--<a/^slS p 


Do you REFUSE to oven CONSIDER a Black or Chlcano as a 
running mate? Your public answer that they do not yet have "political 
equality" only fosters any bias that exists and avoids the question. 


Do you speak in terms of equality for minorities yet send your 
children to all-white private schools in Wash D.C.? ACTION, not 
WORDS, are tho nark of a true liberal! 

Speak against Vietnam yet continue to support the draft 
which has a bias against minorities? 


Allow your personal Catholic views on abortion dictato your 
public stand AGAINST modern abortion laws? Abortion should bo a 
personal matter and not dictated to individuals by XOIJR religious 
views . 

Why did you vote FOR UNEMPLOYMENT IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA by 

■" ' * " ■ ■ " ■ — 

voting against tho SST? Such action shows a bias against California 
by an out-of-state carpetbagger! 


CUjls 




CU 


Peo/c Ie ~r his -I- 
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10 

Frank Reynolds reported times have changed since RN 
went to Whittier, but it is still not a hot bod of radical- 
ism. Still when Mu ski c came to speak he found a group 
of Chicanos had taken over the stage, k'uskie on film 
said he would like to "make one thing perfectly clear. " 

. . . . Whittier is not the only plac e RN has been where 
I would like to go. “ Laughter. Reynolds said Ed bad 
come prepared for conservative questions but the 
Chicanos gave them no chance, and Big Ed proved he 
c ould keep his coo). Mushie reportedly was pleased 
by the reception he received from those willing to 
listen, but more importantly, said Reynolds, he 
proved he ca n keep his temper under s tress. . . . DPI 
says Mu ski e got an "enthusiastic response" at Whittier 
as he exhorted over 1, 000 students to get out and vote 
and change the country. He speculated that drop in 
Gallup may have been due to black VP statement. He 
favored abortions for therapeutic reasons but opposed 
thenv as birth control measure... .David Carley, 
Muskic's Wisconsin chairman, said Prcxmire’s decision 
to opt out makes that state’s primary the- most valid 
and most important in US. 

HHH said the Admin- "will try to substitute advertising 
for achievement" in a 5; ' 6 : -million campaign to re-elect 
JRN. "Our. response," Humphrey said, "must be actio:*., 
progressive leadership and bold new policies for a 
brighter America tomorrow. ” Noting UN's visits to 
China and Russia, J-JHH said "\vc may see him with 
Mao near the Great Wall, but will we set him at 
Hunters Point, in Watts or East I.os Ar.gcles?". . .. 

Gov. Carter of Ga. says Dem nominee will have to get 
tougher than is now apparent on busing to get his 
support, lie emphasized that Dorns mustn't be anti- 
South and Southern Dems want full pa rtnership in party. 

AP notes kRujdav and Dole's speech indicate GOP it 
taking issue with KMK’s verbal a 1 ta chs on RN. The 
S t a r 1 s Par:) Hope writes: on EMK’s "dramatic rebound - ’ 
and sees him essentially in the race while noting 

tyue slim sing UN’s integrity, ns he h&» so often roceoUy , 
considering Ch&ppuquiridick. . ..John Roche finds good 
reasons for seeing EMK as the likely choice tho he 
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For ro&i Via On/y 

ENTERED IN DIRECTORY Lj 


I KilV.fy £ * d.’JilK INITIALS OF CARRIER DOX fX " 

.r/IK'frn nccntoc » « .. a/. 1 


THE FOLLOW, AC MUST BE COHFLE TEd/S&Z'mZZ'bEFORE P.O - BOX T.T 
-SHOW M« IK WHICH MI IS REKTEO KHEH OTHER **« CAME OF APK KANT ~ 

~ aErJS ^M Mni^_E ^.RgpftEseMT)vriuf- faaiaSaL* w 

TCLIVER MAIL-IN ACCORDANCE WITH INSTRUCTIONS CHECKED eELO'iV 


D SSSraS,™*- Q JaiJSrm'MK™ 1 * 1 1/1 ONI - Y ™- ADDSES5CI1 to kit is to se places in it. 

I I OTHER INSTRUCTIONS JX) ALL OTHER HAIL ,0 EE KUVERO A* A00RCSSEO. 

I — I {Explain) 


SPECIAL DELIVERY MAIL ONLY (Defiece «7cA«c ked bcio~) 
j I DELIVER TO LOCAL RESIDENCE AT 


| j DELIVER TO LOCAL BUSINESS ADO- ESS AT 


{No., street. and ZIP co*) 


{No., street, and ZIP coda) 


NAMES CF PERSONS ENTITLEO TO RECEIVE MAIL THnD^M toy I Jr '• T~71 Z . 

members vrhosa mail i, to be placed in box.) MX ^ hox ** rented to « Fum. include the lull of each of its 
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_Snp_o ! 

i 

Station; "’orldv.ny Postal Center 
nuiaow uervaocs 

Lob Anroloo. CA 90352 j • 
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Exhibit No. 204 


r.;: !*arfc 

“ UH' ti6j-cuaj. ~ 

B£ HEALTHY— Umber, vital even 

l\'i 

ov.ti i;0, with corrective massages, 

no 

Avenue. 


n'<!iic. Multiple Sclerosis research 

SEKVJ 


;j.v/s Correction now possible. 



Heducmg and yoga dosses dally 2 


IS rK-.1Ci-~ 

«-^"r OUNDATION "" SeJUfeT-I «■ 
SOLA* IUM. Cali f49-T5C0 ext. 37TlT«S 

top’coa 

^CALLA 

SENATOR MU5KIE— You Wouldn't 



accept a E!«ck or an American | 
ln»f . •■n, would you accept a Jewish 

'n^uu-uw* 


runomg.male? -. ‘ 



W AT PRICES YOU 
> 5% DISCOUNT TO 



to Park 
’ark at 
Avenue. 



BE HEALTHY — Limber .'-vital even 
over 80, with corrective massages, 
corrective exercises,- stretch-o- 
mattc. Multiple Sclerosis research 
pays oft. correction now possible. 
Reducing and yoga classes dally 2 
p.m.-S p.m ALL THERAPY 
WtrsTTOTJ 
-ARIUM. Cal 

SENATOR MUSKI6— You Wouldn't 
accept a Black or an American 
Indian, would you accept a Jewish 

running-mate? 


a n 

HOT 

SERVIC 



1 to short 
oom opt. 

Foundt Men's brown horn rim gloss- 
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word. If found Contact E. Muskie 
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Immediately. 
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A BOUT WITH 

sd. Coll 

miscellaneous 
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CAN WE TRUST 
MUSKIE WHEN: 


He supports bussing OUP children, yet sends his children 
to private all-white schools In Washington 0.0>l Is this the 
way a public official should set an example in our deaocraoy? 

advocates political equality for all persons without regard 
to race, religion, or color; yet Muskie states publicly he 
would not acoept a Black or American Indian for the Vice- 
President nomination. Such a public statement by a leading 
Democrat fosters such political Inequality. Where does he 
stand with regard to other minorities (such as Jewish persons )t 


He talks about the unemployment, yet oppOSOSthe SSI and ' 
the spaoe-shuttle . Has Muskie proposed any viable alternative 
to assist this segment of our economy? How many of ns have 
friends who are unemployed engineers? 


He.' actively foster’s aa Image of a poor man’s campaign; yet 
raised 986,000 at a J250 a plate dinner In Los Angeles on 
Peb 21, 1972. In truth Isn’t EM TNI Pat Cat of the 
party? If he hits you for a donation ask him about thist 

MusHe Rato *150000, J 
1 Rec ord, at Maine Dinner! 

PORTLAND. Me. Jen- 1 J— 

NewtT 700 wppmervot United 
SUM SraMor Edmund S. Muj- 
M. turned out here Us* 

■tor « dinner «»l ra bed abo ut 
$190,000 for hi* Democratic 
{►residential campaign. . 

No political dinner in Maine 
had ever before raised so much i, &■■■ 

money. The prevkras high was 
$80,000, raiaed in 1970 when 
Senator Muskie successfully 
sought re-election as a Senator 

last nkbt for those wbn con- 


BUS 
MUSKIE 
HOME I 


S onin w w »Saa T be pwerfti 
trtllba awf •-* <*“1 

Mato Mtewtr Oms*i*a. ml 


vr.x. 

• ■■■{ >v 5 : 


A 


1972 
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All observers agree that emotional stability, trustworthiness, and 
coolness under fire are essential qualities for any nan seeking the ? residency . 
Herewith, sone comments on Ed Muskie's qua.li.fi cations: 

THEO LIFPM AN AN D DON HA.JSHN - Mu ski e 1 s biographers: "A potentially explosive 

nan with a waspish temper . . . often triggered by the trivial . . . Nobody 
doubts that Muskie 's temper. tantrums are genuine." — in their bock, Muskie. 

SUSAN SHEEHAN - Muskie biographer: "Muskie's sisters . . . remember him as a 

stubborn man with a nasty temper, who would tease them but not take teasing in 
return. A friend recalled that, when be was in his 30* s, he kicked over a 
Monopoly board after another player made a lucrative more." -- in the 
N . Y . T ime s K a 7a zl ne 

I RENE MUSKIE - The Senator's sister: "Ed . . . has a terrible temper. Ed 

just couldn't bear to lose a game. If he lost he'd throw the cards, yell, 
and stamp off." — Theo Lippman and Don Hansen, in their book, Muski e , 

PAUL HOPE — Syndicated columnist: "Muskie . . . has a rather short fuse . . . 
He frequently boils and fumes." — Wash i ngton Star 

GODFREY SPERL ING - Folitical reporter: "He loses his cool under pressue, can 

very well evoke voter uncertainties on hoy the man might react under the much 
greater uncertainties of the Presidency* Would we want him to be the one who 
must make the decision on pushing the nuclear button?" — €hr i stia n •Science 
Mo nitor 


THE STAKES IN PRESIDENTIAL POLICY MOVES ARE MUCH GREATER THAN THOSE IN A MCNOPO 
G AMS. CAN WE TRUST ED MUSKIE UNDER PRESSURE, FELLOW DEMOCRATS? 

S EN. EDMUND S. MUSKIE - On himself: "I don't urge people to trust me. I don't 

really think that as a man I'm more trustworthy than other men." — W ashington F 

MRS . JOSEPHINE MUSKIE - The Senator's mother: "I don't know why Ed wants to 

be President. . I don't see anything wrong with the President we have new." 
--quoted in the National Review 

SEN , VANCE HARTKE (D-Ind.) - "Muskie isn't going tc win. I don't think he has 
a political principle in him ether than the fact he thinks he ought to be Presi 
People aren't dumb, they're going to see through it." — Village Voi ce. 

TRUST muskie; 

Vse think that President Harry Truman put it best. Sen. Muskie: "If you can't 

27. ana the heat, get out of the kitchen." Good politics and bad temper don't mi 


COMM : T'T'EH FOR A STAPLE CAN" I DA TE. V.'tSH 3 N'G l'QN , 0 . C . 


T. FOLEY, CHAIRMAN 




the Democratic nomination 


The other candidates are lukewarm in their support of Senator 
Nuskie’s full-scale support of the Israelis cause. All labor 
supporters are urged to join with the freedom loving people 
of Israel to support Senator Pu sk i e in his valiant fi^it for 



Of the Lot j 

i. I J ,\.h j 

TAMPA — I read with regret in the 
December 29 Tribune About Senators 
Muskie and McGovern's comments on 
the bombing of North Vietnam. It seems ]} 
that whenever Muskie or McGovern $ 
make a statement to the press, it usually 
has to do with foreign policy, mainly 
Vietnam. 

It’s a pity that some Democratic Pres- 
idential candidates are still capitalizing 
on this worn-out issue. They give little 
indication of what they would do for the 
domestic welfare of Americans if they 
should unfortunately, for us, become 
President. They are so busy campaigning 
they cannot be in the Senate to vote on 
important domestic issues. 

McGovern is occupying himself with a 
mass search for a member of a minority 
to be Vice President and twelve different 
representations for his Cabinet. Muskie 
is worried about keeping his temper and 
meanwhile escapading about the coun- 
tryside enjoying his father-like sincerity 
image implanted upon us by the press. 

I don't know much about the Demo- 
cratic Presidential hopefuls who present- 
ly hold public office, but many act this 
way. In other words, they are too busy 
campaigning to fulfill their obligation of 
serving America. 

One man, Senator Edward Kennedy, 
is better than the whole bunch. His con- 
cerns range from health problems to the 
war. He has the courage, the will power, 
and the support to lead the party. He is 
the man who deserves the nomination 
rather than these political monsters who 
are still waving a useless war issue and 
who are themselves useless to the Demo- 
cratic Party and America. 

J. P. 
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Citizens forMuskia 
Committee 


Top of the Biscayne 
Terrace Hotel. 340 
Biscayne Blvd., 
Miami, Florida 
33132 

- _ 


February 25, 1972 


Campaign Manager 
Jackson for President 
Senate Office Building 
Room 137 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: 

X have voted in Democratic campaigns for 
several years, but I have never seen the kind of 
abuse to the Party going on this year. I have worked 
for Senator Muskie for several months and the only 
trust and believing I have left in his campaign staff 
is that they will continue to lie, cheat, and mislead 
the Democratic voters. I have seen his state staff 
people invite several thousand people to a rally in 
Tampa on January 7, 1972, and then Joke about the 
fact that the room they rented could only accomodate 
400 people. The theory of Alan Baron was that the 
press would be impressed with the over-flow crowd. 

But what of the Senator's responsibility to those who 
sincerely want to hear and see him in person? In 
addition, these same people planted "loyal" workers 
to ask easy questions. Is this moral? 

All this I was told is the way to work things 
if you really want to win, but I have finally had it... 
and this is the reason: 

. United States Congressman Sam Gibbons has 
"loaned" full-time to Senator Muskie ' s Head- 
quarters in Tampa his federally paid assist- 
ant Hector Alcade, two U.S. Government-owned 
'GX IBM electric typewriters (serial numbers 

9064754 and 5274506), continuous use of the 
Congressman's secretaries for a whole week 
in January when Muskie 's state headquarters 
was moved to Miami, and the use of the Cong- 
ressman's mailing privileges. The typewrit- 
ers are located at 330 W. Platt Street, Tampa, 
Florida. 


Perhaps I am naive to object to taxpayer's paying for 
Senator Muskie's campaign — but I do object! This is 
not honest! 

I have resigned my position on the Muskie staff 
and hope that all campaigns are not run the way this 
one has been. Perhaps you can do something to straighten 
things out. 

Sincerely, 

A FORMER MUSKIE STAFF WORKER 
IN MIAMI (under Mary Gesde*) 

ce: Richard Gilliam 

Florida State Chairman 
Jackson for President 
238 W. Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, Florida 33606 
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Citizens for Muskie 
Committee 
Top of the Biscayne 
Terrace HoteL 340 
Biscayne Blvd., 
Miami, Florida 
33132 


Sear Fellow Democrats: 

Primary time Is upon us and I am sure you hove 
been smothered with literature from many candidates. 
He on the Senator Ed Kuskle staff sincerely hope you 
have decided upon Senator Muskie as your choice . ...- 
he is the best qualified to be President in November, 
However, If you have not made your decision you 
should ba aware of several facts: 


Senator Henry Jackson of Everett, Washington, vas Involved 
with a seventeen-year-old girl named Joan Cramer while he vas a 
senior at Everett High School. The result was an Illegitimate 
daughter, named Mary Ann Cramer, born February 7, 1929. He refu- 
sed to Barry the girl and after a paternity suit paid child support 
until September of 1937, when for $4,500 he settled with the mother. 
Prior to his marriage to Helen Hardin on December 16, 1961 he was 
arrested twice in Washington, D.C. as a homosexual. Once was Kay 
5, 1955, and the second October 17, 1957. Ho chargee were ever 
brought against bln because of his position. 

Senator Hubert Humphrey has similar skeletons la his closet. 

He wee arrested for drunk driving In Washington, D.C. on December 
3, 1967 after hitting two parked cars and a mailbox, In his car at 
the time was e known call girl named Mary Virginia Heese. Miss Reese 
was paid to entertain Senator Humphrey for the evening by Mr. John 
Murray, a lumber lobbyist. Senator Humphrey is on tha Agriculture 
and Forestry Committee of the Senate. 

These are not pleasant facts, but they should be considered by 
you before you vote on March 14. 
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I AVICO A LC5© CU0AWOS' 

i ' 

EL SENADQR EDMUND MUSK IE 
FUE Misi.MTER PRETADQ REciEN- 
TEMEIMTE AL DECin DUE LOS E.U. 
DEE EM AYUDAR A LOS CUBAMOS 
A BO TAR EL GOBERNO DE 
CASTRO. ED MUSKiE CREE QUE 
TOOAS LAS PERSONAS T IE MEM 
□ ERECHO a EL GOBiERND DUE 
ELLQS ELUAN V OEBEM RESOL- 
VER SUSMisMOS problemas. 
COMO BUENOS AMERICANOS^ WO 

OE3EMCS ImTERFE r!r. MUSKIE 

» 

IMACIO EM MAINE V ES UM BUEM 
AM Er!c AMO, VOTE POR ED 
MUSKIE 


TRANSLATION -- Senator Edmund Muskie was recently misunderstood to 
say that the U. S. ought to help Cubans overthrow the Castro government. 

Ed Muskie believes that everyone has the right to the government they elect 
and to solve their own problems. As good Americans, we should not interfere. 
Muskie was born in Maine and is a good American. Vote for Ed Muskie. 
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NEWSMAKERS 


Tin* Ixaulifu! people are El Moroecu- 
1 >oini(l again, gliding into the New York 
nightspot that has opened and closed like 
a gilded accordion in recent years. In its 
latest incarnation, the cafe-society land- 
mark retains many familiar features— the 
zebra -stii|X'd banquettes, the fake palm 
trees and even Angelo the mattre «1* and 
Eileen the cigarette girl. One departure 
is that El Morocco has become a private 
club, with a $500 initiation lee and $200 
annual dues for such couples as Jacque- 
line and Aristotle Onassis, who turned up 
at one oi last week’s reopening shindigs. 
Hope Hampton and Huntington Hartford 
were on hand, too. Elmo’s clientele is slill 
A-l, but prices are phase two - a mere 
$2.50 for scrambled eggs and $8.50 for a 
dinner that once would have cost $80. 


i die 


M turned 

MUSKIE! 


TV personality Joe Garagiola, 45, s 
met catcher in the majors, came or 
air sounding as if he had let the 
down by dropping an easy foul nop. 
“Jesus Christ, I’m sorry, gnddamit. he 
fumed in frustration alter icpeatedly 
hlovgjng lines while taping -of all tilings 
rislrnas commercial for his morning 
on NBC television. By mistake, 
a* technician included tlve profane 
it in the tape that was unwittingly 
broadcast by more than 100 stations 
around the country, and Caiagiola 

1 " " I >in- 


i Ins program the i 
<*r happen again.” 


■st das 


bdo! 


, but i 
n oul-.ind-mit li. ’ 

■ Bern! Balchen, 11 

;!!- i. h*. was his eh: 


, the 


'll 



The White House could be in for a 
drastic change of pace if Jane Muskie 
becomes First Lady. Campaigning in 
New Hampshire last week for “Big Dad- 
dy,” as she jokingly referred to her hus- 
band, the Maine Democrat's 44-year-old 
wife unleashed the kind of style that 
provided a field day for Women’s Wear 
Daily reporter Kandy Stroud, who took 
down all the breezy quotes. “Let’s tell 
dirty jokes,” shouted Jane to the reporters 
and aides aboard her chartered bus. 
Also: “Pass me my purse— I haven’t had 
my morning cigarette yet.” She chewed 
gum, sighed that she couldn’t wear a 
certain dress because someone else had 
"the g.d. thing on” and owned up lo a 
preference for two drinks before dinner 
and creme ds menthe afterward "be- 
cause the next day everything seems to 
work just right. But I can’t mix booze and 
wine or I get a headache and have little 
dreams.” Spying Senator Ed’s picture in 
a newspaper, his wife hooted: “There he 
is. Isn’t he cute?" 

^<1 the. late Adm. Richard E. Byrd Hy 
kJW lh Pole as he said he did? 
I i,e claim to the first 


h i eo: /elmi -tripe 


expedition ti:;.t in ,,i ■■!.■: lax! ti.ght over Floyd Bt 
the South P-Ji- m J A ■■.•is., ding to \<urs, an 

Bali -hen. tin Inn. .,<•>; "j..scy,lime Lord' Admiral 
flown I,;, Byrd (t mi u;, .Lt Floyd Ben tit: it teen year: 

was t»m slow to m. tie die ii tied t.ij. be 
tween Spit >»>: »,:« n islands and LyndOl 

the North Pule in the elapsed time of less after a I 
than sixteen lionr.v. “Lloyd, to III me, the cigarette 
whole M >i.," said B.dJu'ii, who .leeuuuts trihulati 
for his pievinus sih m • on the subject by man w 

aiiiehiogr.ioie. when smoke, 
i:> sue (It,; pilb 
lisher. ii • .. Virginia 1 1 is 

I to the l.i polieei 
kJkih hen's eonvie 


Jane Muskie: Boost for ‘Big Daddy’ 
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Thu beautiful people an: HI Moriuvo- 
homid again, gliding into the New York 
nightspot that has ojh ikhI iind dosed like 
a folded accordion in recent years. In its 
latest incarnation, the calc -society land- 
mark retains many familiar (eatures-lhe 
zebra -striped banquettes, the fake palm 
trees and even Angelo the muitre d’ and 
Eileen the cigarette girl. One departnie 
is that HI Morocco lias licet line a private 
dub, with a $500 initiation fee and $200 
annual dues for .such couples as Jacque- 
line and Aristotle Onassis, who turned up 
at one of last week’s reopening shindigs. 
Hope Hampton and Huntington Hartford 
were on hand, loo. Elmo’s clientele is still 
A-l, hut prices are phase two— a mere 
$2.50 for scrambled eggs and $8.50 for a 
dinner that once would have cost $30. 

TV personality Joe Garagiola. 45, a for- 
mer catcher in the majors, came on the 
air sounding as if he had let the team 
down hy dropping an easy foul pop. 
“Jesus Christ, I’m sorry, goddumit,” he 
fumed in frustration after repeatedly 
blowing lines while taping— of all things 
-a Christmas commercial for his moruinj 
show on NBC television. By 
a studio technician included thf 
segment in the tape tin 
broadcast by more 1 stations 

around the country; Garagiola 

charged himself with 
•ely apoh ' 

next day. ‘ It 

lappen again." 

The White House could be in for a 
drastic change of pace if Jane Muskie 
becomes First Lady. Campaigning in 
New Hampshire last week for "Big Dad- 
dy," as she jokingly referred to her hus- 
band, the Maine Democrat's 44-year-old 
wife unleashed the kind of style that 
provided a field day for Women’s Wear 
Daily reporter Kandy Stroud, who took 
down all the breezy quotes. "Let's tell 
dirty jokes,” shouted Jane to the reporters 
and aides aboard her chartered bus. 
Also: “Pass me my purse- 1 haven't had 
my morning cigarette yet." She chewed 
gum, sighed that she couldn’t wear a 
certain dress because someone else had 
“the g.d. thing on" and owned up to a 
preference for two drinks before dinner 
and crime ds men the afterward "be- 
cause the next day everything seems to 
work just right. But 1 can’t mix liooze and 
wine or 1 get a headache and have little 
dreams.” Spying Senator Ed’s picture in 
a newspaper, his wife hooted: "There he 
is. Isn’t he cute?" 

Did tli-- .! i| ( ' \(hu. Richard F. Bvril ib 


polar lli'.'.ltt III I92<i 
heloie, but iir\<*r ;»\ bln: 





? • a. ’ 


r 


'■V- • - k 




kie at El Morocco: Zebra stripes and phase-two prices 


that made the first flight over 
Pole* in l?>29. According to 
i-hen, the trimotor "Josephine Ford" 
flown by Byrd and copilot Floyd Bennett 
was too slow to make the round trip Iw- 
tweeu Norway’s Spitsiiergen islands and 
the North Pole in the elapsed time of less 
than sixteen hours. “Floyd told me the 
whole story," said Balchen, who accounts 
lor his previous silence on the subject by 
lumluining that the same expose was 
'.•leted from his autobiography when 
K.d s family threatened to sue the pub- 
Tlu* admiral’s nephew, Virginia 
try F. Byrd Jr., rallied to the fa- 
’s defense after Balclien’s 


l lM Week. ‘It I 
■:ter. That the 


Floyd Bennett, has been dead for 43 ttk 
years, and that the man Balchen libels, ^ 
Admiral Byrd, has been dead for four- £ 
teen years." lb ' 




nan. iliilchcii quotes,! 


R 

* 


£ 


Lyndon Johnson, 63, who quit smoking 
after a heart attack in 1955, is back on 
cigarettes. How come? "The trials and 
tribulations of Christmas," smiled the 
man who got through more titan five 
years in the White House without a 
smoke, though there was fire aplenty. 

His first trial for the fatal shooting of a 
policeman resulted in a manslaughter 
conviction that was overturned on ap-'^^fc 
peal, and two subsequent trials ended in 
hung juries. Trial No. 4 for Black Pan- 
ther leader Huey P. Newton, 29, was on 
ip in Oakland, Calif., until last week 
.lien the ease was abruptly dismissed 
[lie request of District Attorney Lowell ^ 
“It would 1 x? fruitless to have 
I nother hung jury," explained Jensen, lint 
|io added: "We think he is absolutely 
lilfy." Defense attorney Charles K. Gar- 
countered that Newton had .served 
•arly three years behind bars in addi- 
in to being tried three times Indore ^ 
■ing cleared. "And now,” said Garry, OSk 
istcud of tin* court saying we're sorry, 
r. Newton, that we put you through 
liecaUM! the pre- 
nptiou is supposed to be that he is 
' vnl— they act like they’re doing him<^^ 

leie's the terrible John Connally." ^ 
Richard Nixon, introducing his Sec- 
V ol the Tieasiirv to ( Tuadian Pi im.^^ 

st. r Pierre Elliott Trudeau 
Hoi 


tl.K 

: A D.i 


■!*k’s 

•ailed “December li,_ "V. 


Jane Muxkic: Boost for ‘Big Daddy’ 



4284 


Exhibit No. 209 





THE SECRET MONEY IN 
PRESIDENTIAL POLITICS 

Among the various evils of p Reside legal beogles apparently helped to solicit, 
ties, the existence of secret money is probo^^ Thanh goodness for Ralph Nader, Jack Ander- 
the most disgusting. son, and the Senate Judiciary Committee — 

Campaign donations are given under-the-^jA 

^^fnese tl 
f 4) Peri 


table to protect the identity of donors with 
speciol selfish interests. 

Presidential candidates — and their policies'— 
are bought and sold by the big-money people. 

It is corruption of the worst kind. 

In this present campaign, there are four differ- 
ent kinds of candidate: 

1) The candid candidates, namely Chisholm, 
Lindsay, McCarthy, McCloskey, and 
McGovern. They have all agreed to make a 
full voluntary disclosure of their money sourc- 
es. They are not embrassed to identify their 
backers. They believe in "honesty in politics." 

2' The silent candidates, such as Ashbrook, 
Hartke, Humphrey, Jackson, Miffs, Wallace, 
and Yorty. They're keeping quiet about their 
current money — it's anybody's guess as to 
where it's coming from. Probably fat-cats who 
have a substantial self-interest in electing 
them. Maybe defense contractors, oil produc- 
ers. or real estate operctors. Who knows? 

They themselves know but they certainly 
don’t want the voting public to know. So 
we're left to use our imagination. The under- 
world? Good grief! But who knows? 

3) The corrupt candidate, and the epitome of 
this is Richard Nixon. He blatantly helped his 
brother Don get a S205.000 hond-out fron^l 
Howard Hughes in some political shenanigans.™ 
Last year Nixon's Republican National Com- 
mittee hustled some S322.500 from the 
dairy farmers in exchange for rigged increases 
in the price of milk. And She latest is the 
5400,000 promise from I.T.T. which Nixonj 


thoroughly corrupt political bribes. 
Perhops the worst category is the deceitful ^ 
candidate — and Edmund Muskie fits that de- 
scription perfectly. The Maine senator says 
he’s in favor of disclosure, but he hasn't re- 
ported anything since his 1970 senate race. 

He told New Hampshire voters last Sunday 
that he has already disclosed his money sourc- 
es — and that’s a lie. Not one dime has been 
reported for the past 17 months. Though he 
has allegedly received some $3-4,000,000 
since. 

Muskie says he has nothing to hide, but the 
authoritative VVoll Street Journal states that 
he's getting dough from Republican defense 
contractors. 

Two weeks ago today, he told a Tcmpa cudi- 
ence that he wasn't reporting his money be- 
cause "You wouldn’t want me to break the 
law, would you?" Y/hot a sham! He himself 
knows that it would break no law to tell the 
truth. 

Worst of ell, two months ago. he commented 
that if he were to make a full voluntary dis- 
closure, he'd be "cut of the roce." And that's 
the man who asks us to "Trust Muskie." 

all U S. voters have a 
right to know whether candidates ere cireody 
sold out to selfish financial interests. 


THIS PUBLIC SERVICE 


t Nixon^^A 

S' t 

! ANNOUN/EM 



MENT IS SPONSORED 


AND PAID F/R BY: 1 

COMMITTEE FOR HONESTY IN PoLl 


. ITICS 

STEWART R. MOTT, CHAIRMAN 1 
515 Madison Avenue, * 

New York, N.Y. I 

P.S. This committee is supported by many concerned citizens who would like to restore confi- 
dence in the political system and assure honesty in politics. If you would like to assist our work, 
please send your donotion and comments to the above address. 


Now he soys he will disclose fhe fof cats behind him (offer he lost bodly in 
Florida ond cried in New Hampshire). Why is he waiting for full disclosure- 
Is it to fix up his books? 


THE COMMITTEE WILL LOOK FOR YOUR NAMES AS PART OF MUSKIE'S 
FAT CATS! THEY BETTER BE THERE! 
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'tW dUh (xdxcJb lg oJe.pX Vj'ijkc oty frq pa*p&f f* 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL j, fctfC. ifc j0 O*) -5, PENNSYLVANIA VOICE 


Pc»V\. (Jrfati £d(cUM: V *rlC+M &u> ptitfai 

* ai^Asssss^ \ u , ^ • 

W«t- §TM*tt&H UAS OKt <rj ^ 

P*6tU Otde* SteUn. Stafouca/i +WP 

. "fUedt" 

A.BM. 

(anything but Muskie)^?P 

u 

fjJ^ 

fo/K 


Act I: On April 11, Senator Edmund Muskie flew into Philadelphia 
to officially begin his campaign for the Pennsylvania Primary. Even 
though the Senator arrived on the scene about 20 minutes late ( due to 
the traffic situation) no one seemed to notice since it was a nice day. 
The Polish String Band began to play and the Senator emerged from 
his car and proceeded to do the usual hand shaking and waving that is 
expected of all political leaders. 

Act II: As the Senator began to speak several dissidents in ft? 
crowd-began to show themselves. First, another Democratic hopef ul 


________ _____ Ct] 

had counter-protesters present who raised anti-Wdde nnst.e rs and \ , 

^circulated anti-Muskie literature, SecondT the homosexuals had" J.diQV T 

pep <3f 
/ Usk\ 


pimuinxu an n-iYiii.^ mc oclwiu, Uic liuiiiuacAUciia lidu 

| several Gay - Power signs and third, several people had signs asking 
Muskie to do something more about the war than to just talk. 

As Muskies speech began to develop, it was obvious that he was 
quick to critize Nixon while all the while remaining non-commital on 
his intentions. For his criticism of Vietnamization several onlookers 
hollered, “well what’s your plan?”, and then the gay participants 
would shout, “well what about our rights?”. As Muskie’s speech 
continued questions from the crowd became more demanding, but 
Edmund, in his usually suave style, was able to circumvent the 
problem with the greatest of ease; he ignored them. 

Suddenly, and-without warning, some old lady sneaked up behin d 
die co u nter demonstrators and'grabbed some of their signs and ripped f 

Ihein to shreads. Then the__police and the security agents, in- 
jonspicuosly clad in h1 q rk rainrnats . apfrsunl^ move q 

’m?The women whoattacke dJh e , s i gn be a rers dronned fr agments of a*-*-*^ 
die posters in question on the ground before another innocent long •'tan! 
hairea observer asxea ner if Muskiewfrs f or pniutinn_thp sfrp etsTshe. 
realizing her dire predicame nt seized np^n Fiypniip nf 

detense Why don’t you get a job?”. Meanwhile another protester J • 

was gettmCiabPed in me ribs by .some ha' 

presence of the police tosettle that mqttei^ 

Epitogue: That night on the 11:00 news, Jol 
the crowd listening to Muskie as “unruly” and he claimed that the 
I security agents were kept busy for most of the afternoon. ; . .... 


‘int . ani l 
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f** ^L\ 1 u y v .cTIi; "K^i- ^^Is/crre TkdS/cA^ 

Wftft- OLi -iUu CM*~keUti 'U.wv^l^cf 5 s A.''//? 

_£S>^ ■> 5 V f< Ml If off-fotf. pi^/f f^UtXl '-fr- 



A VOTE FOR WALLACE ... 

IS A WASTED VOTE 


On March 14 cast your ballot for 

SEN. EDMUND MUSKIE 



!LTf~L:*V 
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IF YOU LIKED HITLER 
YOU’LL JUST LOVE 

Wallace 
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f v4aif Dick Barton a? l-Q7/if) account so 


P.0. Box 972 __ Venice, Cal if, j_9X>29i * ' _/ 



J*J 

(uiA%uk^Sa|M£jt/ 

J7D9B£Nn£T AVENUE. SUTE2 • LOS AWGOJS. CALIH)«W1A 90034 
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im 


4 * un /fi~ 


528 No. La Brea Ave Los Angeles, Ca.--9003G (213) 933-5667 


Dear McCarthy Delegate: 

Gene McCarthy just completed a campaign tour in California and 
wishes to convey his thanks for your support during his appearances. 

/Is you know, we do not have the funds to conduct an extensive campaign 
here, but Gene assured me the campaign will continue though the con- 
vention in Miami. ’ ’ 

Realistically the race in California is now between Senator 
McGovern and Senator Humphrey. The latest polls indicate it will be 
a close election. ; ;y 

.It has been deceided that a win by Senator Humphrey would 
benefit our cause more than a win by Senator McGovern. If McGovern takes 
California he will win the nomination on an early ballot in Miami. If 
' Humphrey wins in California, Miami will deadlock which will enable Gene 
McCarthy to gain- the nomination; or at the very least to heavily in- 
fluence the drafting of the Party platform. Accordingly, we ask you 
to unofficially support Senator Humphrey on June 6. We realize Senator 
McGovern's views are more attuned to Gene's, but this sacrifice is 
. necessary. Anything that can be done to stop McGovern would be helpful, 
hot IT SHOULD MOT BE DONE IM THE NAIE OF MCCARTHY. 

As a solid McCarthy supporter we know you will keep this letter 
and our strategy confidential. Thanks again for your -continued support. . 


51 nee rely » 



&KHizrr 'a 
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Dear Chisholm supporter: 

Gene McCarthy just completed a campaign tour of California 
and while in Los Angeles he had the pleasure to discuss with 
Shirley Chisholm the California political situation. It was felt 
by both parties that if George McGovern wins in California he / 
has all but locked up the nomination; but if Hubert Humphrey wins 

t » *'*"•"* 

in California, the Miami convention will deadlock which will enable 
bath Gene McCarthy and Shirley Chisholm to heavily influence the 
Party platform. The latest polls indicate the California primary 
will be very close. 

Accordingly, I have been asked to urge you to unofficially 
support Senator Humphrey on June 6. We realize Senator McGovern’s 
.views are more attuned to Shirley's or Gene’s, but this sacrifice 
is necessary to accomplish the basic objectives of the Shirley Chisholm 
and Gene McCarthy movements. Anything that can be done to stop 
McGovern would be helpful, but IT SHOULD NOT BE DONE IN THE" NAME 
OF. ANY PARTICULAR CANDIDATE. 

I have been assured by Shirley Silverstein at Chisholm State 
Headquarters that you will keep this letter and our strategy 
confidential. 

Sincerely, 
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'EORGE 


McG 


OVERN'S 


REAL r 


ECORD ON THE 




A Aug. 7, 1964 George McGovern voted for the Gulf of Tonkin 
H.J. Rea 1145 Resolution. 

|Q^r f- May 6, 1965 George McGovern DIDN'T VOTE during passage of Supplemental 
H.J. Res 447 Appropriations of $700 Million for U.S. Military 
Operations in Vietnam. 


• jr March 1, 1966 George McGovern voted to kill Morse Amendment to 
IzOO S2791 to Supplemental Defense Appropriations Bill to 

repeal the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution . 

March 1, 1966 George McGovern voted to kill Gruening Amendment 
S2791 prohibiting the use of drafted serviceman in 

Southeast Asia unless they volunteered to go. 

March 10, 1966George McGovern voted for Foreign Assistance 
HR12169 appropriations of $315 Million for support of 

effort in Southeast Asia and the Dominican Republic 
and $100 Million for Procidentia corrtlngency fund. 


March 22, 1966George McGovern voted for Supplemental Appropriations 
HR13546 of $13,135,719,000 primarily to support U.S. operations 

in Southeast Asia. 

10A7 Au 9* 22 « 1967 Defense Appropriations Bill. George McGovern voted 

• HR10738 against Morse Amendment to reduce appropriations 

by 10%. 

Aug. 22, 1967 Defense Appropriations Bill. George McGovern voted 
HR10738 against Clark motion to recommit the bill to committee 

with amendments deleting $3.5 Billion. 

March 1, 1967 George McGovern voted for Supplemental Appropriations 
S665 for Vietnam of $4,467,200,000. 

March 20. 1967 George McGovern voted for Supplemental Defense Department 
HR7123 funds for the war in Vietnam of $12,196,520,000. 

IQjT r* June 26, 1968 George McGovern voted for Supplemental Appropriations 
HR177 34 Bill of $6, 373, 735,498-bulk of which was for increased 

costs of Vietnam war. 

DON'T BELIEVE IT ? CHECK THE RECORD ! 

Prepared by Students for Honesty in Government 



POLITICAL OPPORTUNIST 


Humphrey opposes sane drug laws, abortion 
reform, busing, welfare reform, and tax reform. 

Yet at times he speaks in favor of certain aspects 
of these issues. When it comes to issues HHH 
talks out of both sides of his mouth-WHICH SIDE 
YOU HEAR IS WHAT HE THINKS YOU WANT TO HEAR . 

The best known examples: The WAR. Humphrey's 

strong backing and encouragement of LBJ helped 
build the Vietnam War. HHH strongly defended 
sending 550,000+ men to Vietnam. Now that the 
War is unpopular he's against it. BUSING. In 
conservative Florida Humphrey, "didn't like it" 
but in liberal Wisconsin Humphrey "though it had 
merit." . 


WHAT IS HUMPHREY REALLY 
LIKE? 


He's a wheeling-dealing politician who fits 
in with the old Party bosses such as Daley, Meany, 
and Johnson. All are Fat Cats. 

He sold out a long time ago. You don't accept 
large donations without strings. We are not fools 
to think otherwise. 

This year is OUR chance for the New Politics; 
let's not lose it. 


DO NOT VOTE FOR HUMPHREY. HE’S A LOSER! 
************************************************ 


Democrats against Bossism. T. Wilson, Chairman. 

Permission is granted to reproduce this 
& distribute it in your local area. 


HUMPHREY 



FOR THE WHITE HOUSE? 
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HUBERT H. HUMPHREY would be no different 
from the Nixons, Agnews, Mitchells, Reagans we 
have now. 

He is the "boss-candidate" of the Democratic 
right. His victory would be a victory for the 
old-line reactionary elements in the Party. 

We must not stand quiet while Humphrey and 
his cronies steal the nomination in the smoke 
filled back rooms of Miami. We must get out and 
work for the New Politics! 

Humphrey is a left over from the old-time 
political bosses who lusted over power. He 
captured the Party in 1968; let's not permit it 
again. 


In 1971 Humphrey got $83,151 in outside 
speech payments from private interest groups- 
twice as much as any other Senator did. This 
is virtually double his Senate salery. 

Washington Star, May 22, 1972. 



U.M.W. PRESIDENT TONY ROYTE 



Humphrey: Memories of 1968 


Humphrey is a union dominated politician 
who has stood in the way of stronger Federal control 
over union racketeering. He sits cheek-to-cheek 
with convicted criminals such as Tony Boyle of the 
United Mine Workers. Remember the Yablonski murders? 

In April 1972 Boyle was convicted of illegally 
using the union treasury to support Hubert Humphrey 
to the tune of $30,000 for his '68 campaign. The 
New Republic , page 6, May 20, 1972. 

Humphrey, who pictures himself as a liberal, 
is again rubbing elbows with supercop Mayor Daley 
as he did in '68 and '70. HHH has sold out. 

That is why Kennedy and others have abandoned 
Humphrey in 1972. 
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May-26. 1972 Pari One . 



ART KUNKM 

rightfully known as a dirty i and underfunded 
islness. An honest and honorable politician who ha* 
dually succeeded In attaining office la. a rarity for a vary 
tod re ason. There Is almost always aif opponent who Is 
ady to do anything Immorally necessary to seize a position 
power over other men "and control "of the taxpayers'. 


Forte 


H ego trip Invotvesihe offlce of local dog 


>s the high offices of Congreaa or 
ren the Presidency. The dlflerenee belween successful . 
alltlclans, high or low, usually Involves difference of 
sportunlty and perspective, not of morality. At long as 
asftlons of political power are as separated as they are from 
ty to day meaningful control by a highly conscious public, 1 
l honest man will have little chance In politics. Ha will be 
instantly forced to choo9e between being successful In 
lice and his honesty. 

It is before an election that the experienced politician 
oks his best and acts his worst. On the one hand, he. or 
ie, will be smooth talking the public for their votes and, on 
e othor hand, doing anything Immorally necessary to 
seredll his. or her, opponent. Where politicians ars allowed . 
gel away with It, they have even been known to do away 
. lift elections completely, or do away with ihelr opponents, , 
impletely. Fortunately this countiy is not yet at that point 
>r even at the point where we expect Ihe fraudulent vote 
anting tha! normally occurs atsewhare- But the above . 


fetters show the depths of Immorality which Is not 1 
uncommon in United Steles pcfltica. 

The two tellers purporting to be from Ihe Los Angeles ■ 
office Of Eugene McCarthy ars forgeries. They are obviously 
designed lo throw suspicion of behind the scene dealing 
upon all the liberal Democratic Candida lee. 

Barbara Barron of the McCarthy office, whose signature la 
, affixed 10 these forgeries, tokf Ihe Free Press In a phone 
conversation that she Is very upset lhal someone fabricated 


week of McG^rem In me Citlifouvn race, (MeCt 
although ha has not yet fully wilhdiawn from the Presldr 
race, does not hsvd Ihe financos nor nrjjnizallonaf sin 
lo mount a primary campaign here) Hut Ihe feiiera 
obviously served their purpose In confusing well-met 
voters who sre not eynlcsl enough, nor experienced eru 
lo expect this low behavior from men wiu claim to have 


'. these letters, photographically cdpywgner signature srw ine 
McCarthy letterhead from some other document or totter. . 
She has already received many phone calls from recipients 
' of these letter*. even though they were only flrat malted on • 

• Friday. May 19. 

Many of" these eallere, not" knowing that the letters wers 
prepared and mailed by someone outside the McCarthy" • 

. office for devious purposes of their own, were quite prepared 
■ to believe that antl-Vjelnam war McCarthy was 
. unsciupulouiV prepared to secretly aid the more hawkish ' 
Humphrey to defeat tha anti-war McGovern. Other* were .„ 
' willing to suspect the Humphrey forces of being the prime 
force behind the letters as Humphrey stood most to gain by a 

• Btaral Interpretation. Still other* were willing to believe lhal 
, . McGovern campaigners themselves had fabricated the 

tetters as a double reverse ploy lo get voles because " 

McGovern appears a* the victim. 

Of course, the forgerlei appear ridiculous on their face In 
view of Eugene McCarthy’s open and frank endorsement this 


knowledge that the tellers wore m.v ufac lured by 
campaign office to throw suspicion ci McCarthy. W 
Chisholm and Humphrey. Frankly v/.i don't know. \ 

- 10 Henryetla Arriola, who la mcmioned In our In 
teller, last Tuesday, and the denied ‘ now ledge of tl 
Unfortunately, her denial was to be expected, wh 
1 was Involved or Innocent. Mayor Vorty was out 
campaigning and could not be reach -d lor commer 
I Hopefully he will make some clarifying statement • 
letters by our next Issue. \ j, 

Barbara Barron hat fold ihe Frr* Fresi thal 
reported the Incident to Iho police and Is hoping 1 
publlo or private Investigation wilt taiMl the true c 
think the matter serloul enough to urge that an 
Information step forward, regardless of 
consequences, because every act of honesty. how< 

/ will help preserve and daepon Ihe democratic ton 
exist In this country, however abused they may 
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J. L. STEWART CO. 

390-4442 

Lltho Printing • Itek • Photocopies 
Rubber Stamps 

12762 West Washington Blvd. Los Angeles, Ctk. S00S6 
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£ToiUTU& 

1200 BRICKEll AVENUE (U. S. 1) • MIAMI, FLORIDA 33131 • 3 li 373-07-6 

DOWMOAi: u I A M I 



September 19, 1973 


Senate Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities 
Room 6-308 

New Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 


Distinguished Gentlemen: 

We are enclosing any and all records, files, documents, 
ledgers, bills, receipts, telephone messages, order 
forms, memoranda, recordings, photographs, corres- 
pondence, cancelled checks, relating directly or indirectly 
in whole or in part to the Presidential Campaign and 
election of 1972, including but not limited to work, service ■, 
and employment ordered and requested by Don Simmons, 
Donald Segretti, Donald Durham. 


Yours very truly. 


'TOWNE MOTEL 





JM:ic 

encs 


ROOM TELEPHONES • FREE T.V. • AIR CONDITIONED 4 HEATED • MODERN POOL 4 PATIO 














4305 


H..KKT 


TKLItt*IIONK HKCOltO SJIKKT 



Jt*. £afV*»K* N«iik«r Tin* Annal RwiAl 
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Name 

* 


Catherine 


0^ DUTY _ 

Mviviff 


tonne motel — . 

Mlvrnopn 


daily register 


?«>*- \ ! CASH 

<v"tJ P a ® I RECyV£D 


Ewdi'ij 

Sunday 

June-11, 1Q7? 


REKT : SALES TAX : HI SC EL. 
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NNE HOTEL 
r R E G I S T£ 


! CASH I 

' ■ RECLIVEO i 

! I. 


#7W7 


OrJ 0 J~y 


'ivtrtSf 


flflewotn 


i i ■ 


gonday 


■June 3 2. r 197?. 


KEKT : SALES TAX • MUCEL, 
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TkLKPIIONK KJOCOUD SHEET 


OATK. 
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% .... , 7 r om YOUR TfiLcPHONE sill 

EXPLANATiON OF OTHER CHARGES H..0 -w , 9U ?A0£_ 1 


213 6 S 7-9621 < 3 SM 

DtscnpuoN 


YOU^ MONTHLY SERVICE 
CHARGE IS BILLED I’i 
ARREARS FRCV. THE 17TrI 
PA I 0 IN ADVANCE 
CREDIT FOR PORT 1 0N OF 
MONTH BILLED Pi FORE 
SERVICE CONNECTED 
CHAR.Gt FOR CONNECTING 
OR CHANGING SERVICE 
ON OCT 23 


LOCAL I AX 

us tax 


PcRlOD 


“ROM '~f THROUGH 


OCT 16 


OCT 25 


"’lOUl CARRIED «0 EUl | 


7 5-:cr 
2.90CR 
2300 


; 15 CR 

: 29 Ci 

35 34 CK 


KE.VFCRT CENTER OFFICE 


3 


\ SECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK xU 


t\I 124990 


January 1A, 1972 


00 - 1315 '. 

i22>. 


DONALD H. SECRETTI- *■ * 


vt. x x *5,000.CC* 



PUP.CKASSR'S COPY of 

C-- f -vr.:rS oh-cCK 
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D/27/71 For services rendered as an independent con- 

tractor October 15 - 31/71. 


4 ? 


Herbert W. Kaimbach 
Newport Baach, California 


1/3/72 Advance for expenses 


$5,000.00 


Herbert \V. Kaimfcash 
Newport Sesph, California 


|ll/29/71 


For services rende 
tractor '.ioverroer 1 


n independent con 
1971 


Newport Beach, California 


12/13/71 For services rendered as an independent 

contractor December 1-15, 1971 
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m u.. rh _ cr.a.»s5«»«n,si:^.jn . 



Newport 3c'3Ch, ( 

California " ' K,T F “* 1£ *• '■=•«« 


| CATE j 

DESCRIPTION 

AMOUNT 


ll/li/71 

For services rendered as an independent con- 
tractor November 1-15, 1971- 

$667.00 



. 



Kerbs. r! W. Ki 
f.’S'A?=r! =££Ch. 

California StZ2£!^£tZiSZ^£2?J£Si 



DATE 

I DESCRIPTION . • 

AMOUNT 


12/27/71 

For services rendered as an independent 
contractor December 15- 31, 1971 

$667.00 


Herbert W. Kb 
Newpcri 2 each, ' 

California »«-«—<;• ».»»« . ... ^ - T “‘ *>« 



CATC 

j DESCRIPTION 

AMOUNT 


1/17/7,2 

For services rendered as an independent con- 
tractor January 1-15, 1972 

$667.0 0 
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Telephone Log — Mobbis [Segbetti] to Chapin 

DATE, NUMBEB, AND LOCATION 

September 1, 1972 — (213 ) 647-0476 — Los Angeles, California 
June 19, 1972 — (213) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
June 16, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
June 8, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
May 1, 1972 — (415 ) 848-9214 — San Francisco, California 
April 18, 1972— 393-9832— Washington, D.C. 

March 24, 1972— 783-9714— Washington, D.C. 

March 24, 1972— 638-7723— Washington, D.C. 

March 21, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
March 14. 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
March 8, 1972— (212) 247-8897— New York, N.Y. 

March 6, 1972— (312) 686-9533— Chicago, Illinois 
January 31, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
January 28, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
January 25, 1972— (212) 679-9798— New York, N.Y. 

January 24, 1972 — (215) WA2-8185 — Philadelphia, Pa. 

January 20, 1972 — 638-2260 — Washington, D.C. 

January 19, 1972 — 638-8870 — Washington, D.C. 

January 19, 1972 — 341-2580 — Washington, D.C. 

January 18, 1972 — (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
January 17, 1972 — (213) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
January 12, 1972 — (614 ) 236-9462 — Columbus, Ohio 
January 10, 1972 — (317) 637-0620— Indianapolis, Indiana 
January 3, 1972— (213 ) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
December 28, 1971 — (213) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
December 17, 1971 — (608) 257-8811— Madison, Wisconsin 
December 16, 1971 — (414) 432-9538 — Green Bay, Wisconsin 
December 16, 1971 — (414) 494-9844 — Green Bay, Wisconsin 
December 13, 1971 — (213) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
December 7, 1971 — (713) 928-9309 — Houston, Texas 
December 7, 1971— (214) 351-9087— Texas 
December 6, 1971— (305 ) 634-9381— Florida 
November 29, 1971 — (415 ) 822-1750 — San Francisco, California 
November 26, 1971 — (213) 821-9990 — Los Angeles, California 
November 20, 1971 — 638-2260 — Washington, D.C. 

November 19, 1971 — 638-2260— Washington. D.C. 

November 18, 1971 — (603) 623-8235 — New Hampshire 
November 10, 1971 — (213) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
November 9, 1971 — (213 ) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
November 8, 1971 — (213) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
November 6. 1971 — (213 ) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
November 6, 1971 — (213) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
November 2, 1971 — 265-2000 — Washington, D.C. 

November 1, 1971 — 265—2000 — Washington, D.C. 

November 1, 1971 — 393-9027 — Washington, D.C. 

October 28. 1971 — (213 ) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 
October 15, 1971 — (213) 821-9760 — Los Angeles. California 
October 5, 1971 — (213) 821-9760 — Los Angeles, California 

One outgoing : September 1, 1972. 

Marina del Ray (Talked to his mother) . 
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Want to contact 
Government Agencies 
' in your area? 

You’ll find them listed conveniently 
in the White Pages of your v 
telephone directory . . . ..» % 
and in the * 

’ Yellow Pages, too! 
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j NAME AND ADORESS 

AREA 

CODE 

=te -* =B i 

TELEPHONE N/p. 
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DIAL LONG DISTANCE CALLS YOURSELF AND SAVE 
On most out-of-state calls. If you dial the call direct ; : 
•without assistance from the operator, you save money. ® 




DIAL LONG DISTANCE CALL^YOURSELF AND SAVE 
On most out-cl-state calls, ifyou dial the can direct 
without assistance from the operator, you save money. . 




N AMgAND A0PRES9 ' 


'area * " '■ 

CODE tELEPHQNC NO 

i ’ '*• 




DIAL LONG DISTANCE CALLS YOURSELF AND SAVE - 
On most out-of«$tete calls. If you dial tho call direct • 2* 
26 without pssi&tance from the operator, you save money. y\ 

•-V- V- . 


NAME AND ADDRESS 1 [ CODE I TELEPHONE NO. 


uwiiu yia ualcotLiUH5>LIpAWU SAVE 

,P n n ' os * out-of*state calls, if you dial the call direct 

without assistance from the operator, you save money. 
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Need neighbors...friends 
someone...anyone...FAST 

I Call Them-They’re in the book. Your 

local White and Yellow Pages directory. 


O'AL LONG OSSTANCC CA1 IS YOURSELF AND SAVE 
On rno«! out-of-sfato caib. if you dial tbo coll direct 
without assi.sianco from the operator, you save money. 













dial long distance calls yourself and save 

On most cui-uf-staio cans, il you dial the can direct 
turnout assistance) from the operator, you save money. 
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 


THURMAN ARNOLD (l89>4S«S) 
PAUL A. PORTER 
MILTON V. FREEMAN 
NORMAN DIAMOND 
WILLIAM L, MCGOVERN 
CAROLYN E. AGGER 
6. DUANE VIETH 


ARNOLD & PORTER 

1229 NINETEENTH STREET, N - W. 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 



TELEPHONE: (202) 872-«»OD 

CABLE: *5kRFOPO” 


STEPHEN L. HESTER 
MICHAEL N. SOHN 

BROOKSLEY LANDAU 
PATRICK F, J. MACRORY 
ANDREW S. KRULWICH 
IRVIN B. NATHAN 
ROBERT H. WINTER 

ROBERT D. ROSENBAUM 

FREDERICK B. ABRAMSON 
RICHARD L. HUBBARD 


ROBERT E. HERZSTEIN 
JAMES R. MCA LEE 
MITCHELL ROGOV IN 
WALTER J. ROCKLER 
CLIFFORD L. ALEX AN D I 
WERNER KRONSTEIN 
PAUL S. BERGER 
JAMES F, FITZPATRICK 

BRUCE L.MONTGOMER 
JOHN D. HAWKE. JR. 

DANIEL A. REZNFCK 
GERALD M. STERN 
MELVIN SPAETH 
^AVID R. KENTOFF 
DAVID H. LLOYD 
RICHARD S. EWING 
PEf.ER K. BLEAK LEY 
ALEXANDER E . BEN N E 
mCHARD J. WERTH El M 
HARRY HUGE 
JACK L. UPSON 
JEROME I. CHAPMAN 
MYRON P. CURZAN 


DOUGLAS A. ROBINSON 
STEPHEN M. SACKS 

October 3, 1973 ivS"' ™ 

G. PHILIP NOWAK 

STEVEN P. LOCKMAN 
JEFFREY A. BURT 
CARY H .SHERMAN 
JUDITH N. STEIN 
SIMON LAZARUS HI 
THOMAS E.SILFEN 
IRVING B.YOSKOWITZ 
DANIEL M. LEWIS 
RONALD G. NATHAN 
GARY G. GERLACH 

PAUL S. RYERSON 

JOH N M. FEDDERS 
RICHARD A. GOLDSTEIN 

THOMAS B.WILNER 
OIANA O. CLARK 


MARTIN RIGER 
ROBERT PITOFSKY 
or COUNSEL 

Samuel Dash, Esquire 
Select Committee on Presidential 
Campaign Activities 
Room 1418 

New Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20510 


Dear Sam: 

In line with the request we received from your 
office, I'm enclosing my notarized affidavit with re- 
spect to the Institute for Policy Studies and the 
testimony of Patrick Buchanan. 

If I can be of further assistance, please 
give me a call. 



Mitchell Rogovin 


enclosure 
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City of Washington ) 

) ss : 

District of Columbia ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF MITCHELL ROGOVIN 

Mitchell Rogovin, being duly sworn, deposes and 

says: 

1. I am a partner in the law firm of Arnold & 
Porter, 1229 19th Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036, 
a member of the Bar of the District of Columbia, and 
general counsel to the Institute for Policy Studies 
("the Institute"). 

2. The Institute is a nonprofit District of 
Columbia corporation which is exempt from federal in- 
come tax under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954 as a charitable and educational orga- 
nization, and which is not a "private foundation" under 
the Code. The Institute engages in research into public 
policy matters and is engaged in the training and educa- 
tion of individuals through its Ph.D. program. The 
Institute engages in no "political activities" that are 
forbidden under the internal revenue laws. 

3. In testimony before the Senate Select Committee 
on ' Presidential campaign Activities on Wednesday, September 
26, 1973, Mr. Patrick Buchanan, in the course of his tes- 
timony,* made several false allegations concerning the 


Institute . 



4371 


4. In his testimony, Mr. Buchanan stated that 
the Ford Foundation "provides funds" for the institute 
for Policy Studies, that the Institute was a "beneficiary 
of Ford money, " and that the Institute "of course is 
Ford-funded." Mr. Buchanan sought to leave the impression 
that the Institute's funding has come primarily or in 
large part from the Ford Foundation. 

5. In fact, the only funds the Institute has re- 
ceived from the Ford Foundation consisted of a one-year 
grant of $7,800 received in 1964 for the specific pur- 
pose of holding seminars on the subject of the Alliance 
for Progress. This grant was a very minor source of 
funding for the Institute. 

6. Mr. Buchanan stated that the Institute "holds 
seminars for Congressmen, for staffers, and the like, and 
they [the Institute] deal in trying to influence Congress- 
men and the like to vote in one direction." 

7. In fact, the Institute has held conferences 
and seminars which have been attended by, among others. 
Congressmen and their assistants, but at no time has 
the Institute attempted to influence the votes of Con- 
gressmen. 

8. Mr. Buchanan asserted that the Institute 
"funded the Quicksilver Times," which he described as 

a "radical underground newspaper," "which .has a political 
point of view and which is sold for profit. " Mr. Buchanan 
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stated further that since he was familiar with the Quick- 
silver Times as a "commercial venture, it would seem to 
me that this [alleged funding by the Institute] would be 
an illicit use of tax exempt funds." In the same sentence, 
Mr. Buchanan implied that the Institute had used Ford 
Foundation money to fund the Quicksilver Times. 

9. In fact, the Institute has never funded the 
Quicksilver Times. To the best of my knowledge and be- 
lief, the Washingtonian magazine article cited by Mr. 
Buchanan does not state that the Institute ever funded 
the Quicksilver Times. 

10. The names of the Institute for Policy Studies 

and its Co-Directors, Marcus Raskin and Richard Barnet, 

have been mentioned in the course of the hearings before 

the Senate Select Committee in connection with the so- 
v 

called list of “enemies" of the Administration, against 
whom certain Administration officials urged that the re- 
sources of various government agencies be applied. In 
addition, an exhibit referred to during Mr. Ehrlichman's 
testimony, the Krogh-Young memo to Ehrlichman of August 11, 
1971, indicates that both Raskin and Barnet were "over- 
heard. " 

11. The Instutute has been the subject of an 
audit by the Internal Revenue Service ever since the 
Nixon Administration took office. The latest audit be- 
gan in January of 1970, apparently as part of the IRS 
“Special Service Group" program. The scope and nature 
of the audit can hardly be described as routine. 
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12. At present, the Internal Revenue Service, 
using quite unusual procedures, has proposed to revoke 
the Institute's tax exemption. The grounds for revoca- 
tion do not include any of the alleged activities men- 
tioned by Mr. Buchanan, but rather concern charitable 
and educational activities of the Institute which are 
indistinguishable from the activities of other institu- 
tions of higher learning in the United States, but which 
do involve viewpoints differing sharply from those of 
the Administration. 

13. It appears that the Internal Revenue Service 
in this case has not followed Mr. Buchanan's professed 
belief that educational organizations which study social 
issues but which do not engage in political activities 
should be permitted to maintain their tax exemption re- 
gardless of whether they are considered "liberal" or 
"conservative. " 

14. The Institute has learned from a former FBI 
informant that the FBI on several occasions has infil- 
trated the Institute for Policy Studies with agents and 
informants and on at least one occasion joined with a 
member of the Metropolitan Police Department in the theft 
of documents from the Institute. 

15. We have also been advised by a former Special 
Agent of the FBI that the FBI has improperly secured the 
bank records of the institute without the use of legal 


process . 
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1.6. The Institute has evidence of illegal sur- 
veillance of the Institute by governmental agencies by 
means of wiretapping, electronic surveillance, and 
breaking and entering. 

17. Representatives of the Institute will be 
able to supply you with further details of these ac- 
tivities . 



k 0'7Ap; 
c > n 


My ComzniaaioD Expires May 14, 19^7 


Subscribed and sworn to before 
me this sjd- day of (_ tyLtZS-eAS , 
1973. ~ “ 


, . Civile 

Notary Public 


o 



